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FARMuL t\l'J.D ARKET TRENDS, 1991-2006 
The 2006 SDSU Farm Real Estate Market Survey 
reports current. ag1icult.ural land values and cash 
rental rat.es by land use in different regions of South 
Dakota and compares them to values and rat.es from 
earlier years. Key findings are highlighted below. 
• The most. recent. annual change ( 2005 to 2006) in 
South Dakota ag1icult.ural land values of 14.2% is 
the same as the average annual percent.age 
increase from 2001 to 2006 and is considerably 
above annual percent.age increases of 4% to 10% 
du1ing the 1990s. 
The increase in land values from 2005 to 2006 is the 
third highest annual rate of change in the past 15 
years, exceeded only by higher percentage rates from 
2003 to 2005. From 200 5 to 2006, annual rates of 
increase for cropland were above 12% in all regions 
east of the Missomi River and less than 9% in all 
regions west of the Missomi River . Rangeland values 
increased in all regions, exceeding 18% in the north­
west, east-cenu·al, north-central, and southeast 
regions. 
• Cash rental rates per acre for cropland, hayland, 
and rangeland/ pasture increased statewide and in 
most regions from 2005 to 2006. 
Statewide, cash rent.al rates increased an average of 
$2.35 per acre for hayland, $2.05 per acre for crop­
land, and $1.00 per acre for rangeland and pasture. 
In general, cash rental rate increases were su·ongest 
in those regions where substantial land value increas­
es were also reported. 
• Statewide, cropland and rangeland values per acre 
have doubled since 2000 and tripled since 1992 
or 1993. Cash rent.al rat.es have nearly doubled 
since 1991. 
Increases in agricultural land values were generally 
supported by increases in cash rental rates, but the 
extent. of support va1ied by time period. Dming most 
of the 1990s, land values increased at. slightly higher 
rat.es than cash rents. However, from 2001 to 2006, 
land values increased at. more than twice the rate of 
increase in cash rents. Thus, cash rates of return to 
farmland declined slowly during the 1990s and more 
rapidly from 2001 to 2006. 
• Current average rates of cash return on ag1icultur­
al land in South Dakota are lower in 2006 tl1an in 
any previous year since the survey was started. 
For 2006, tl1e average ratio of gross cash rent. to cur­
rent land value is 4. 7% for all agricultural land, 5.2% 
for non-inigated cropland, and 4.3% for rangeland. 
Net rates of return to fam1land, given current. land 
values, average 3.9% for all ag1icultural land, 4.2% 
for non-irrigated cropland, and 3.8% for rangeland. 
• Longer-term trends in land values, cash rental rat.es, 
and cash rates of return are closely related to key 
economic factors including: 
1. sharp declines in fam1 mortgage interest. rat.es from 
early 2001 to late 2004; 
2. federal farm program provisions of the 1996 and 
2002 farm bills, especially the level of crop subsi­
dies and removal of planting restrictions; and 
3. general economic conditions of low inflation rates. 
From 1991 to 2006, farrnland values increased more 
rapidly tl1an the rate of general p1ice inflation in all 
regions of South Dakota. Cash rent.al rate increases 
provided underlying support for increases in land val­
ues. These two basic economic factors, along with 
declining mortgage interest rates, atu·act interest in 
farmland purchases by investors and by farmers 
expanding tl1eir operations. 
However , gross and net cash rates of return are 
approaching the lower end of hist01ical rates of 
return to ag1irnltural land in South Dakota. 
Farmland invest.o rs are currently in market condi­
tions where most. of the total returns a re from expec­
tations of capital appreciation instead of current cash 
returns. This pattern of declining rates of cash return 
to land also occurs dming tl1e latte r stages of land 
market price boon1s. 
• Ag1icultural land values and average cash rental 
rates differ greatly by region and land use . 
In each region , per-acre values and cash rental rates 
are highest. for inigated land, followed in descending 
order by noninigated c ropland, hayland or tame pas­
ture ,  and native rangeland . For each land use , per­
acre land values and cash rental rates a re highest in 
the east-central or southeast region and lowest in 
western regions of South Dakota. 
The averao-e value of noninio-ated aoTicultural land b b b 
(as of February 2006) in South Dakota is $724 per 
acre. Nonirrigated agricultural land va1ies from 
$1 ,646 per acre in the eas t-central t.o $2 53 per acre in 
the northwest. region. Average noninigated cropland 
values vary from $1 ,914 in the east-central to $986 in 
the cent ral region and $342 in the northwest. region. 
Average rangeland values vary from $ 1 ,0 5 5  pe r acre 
in the east-cent ral to $234 per acre in the northwest. 
Within each region , differences in land productivity 
and land use account fo r substantial differences in 
per-acre values . 
In 2006, the average value of noninigated cropland 
exceeds $2 ,250 per acre and average cash rental rates 
exceed $100 per acre in two county clusters 
( Minnehaha-Moody and Clay-Lincoln-Turner-Union) 
2 
in eastern South Dakota. These a re the highest aver­
age land values and cash rental rates reported during 
the past 16 years of the SDSU Farm Real Estate 
Market. Survey. 
At the regional level , average cash rental rates pe r 
acre for cropland in 2006 vary from $89.2 5 in the 
southeast. region to $21.45 in the northwest region . 
Average rangeland and pasture rental rates va ry from 
$40 - $42 in the southeas t. and east-central region to 
$9.2 5 in the northwest region. 
• Farm expansion , invesunent. potential, and hunt­
ing/recreation continue as the major reasons fo r  
purchasing fannland , while re tirement from farm­
ing , favorable market conditions (seller's market) , 
and settling estates are t.he three m�jor reasons for  
selling fam1land . 
Low interest rates, high livestock prices and high 
crop yields , government. programs , high demand 
for  farmland ,  and investor interest in farmland are 
listed as the major positive factors influencing 
fannland markets . 
Increased long-term interest. rat.es , 1ising input. cos ts , 
and low g rain p1ices are tl iree major reasons listed as 
negative factors affecting farmland markets. 
Responden ts continue to be divided in their percep­
tion of whether growing investor interest. in farm real 
estate and continued escalation of farmland prices is 
a positive fact.o r or negative factor in the contempo­
rary farmland market. Many respondents were con­
cerned that high prices and rental rates were at thei r  
peak and would soon decline and that. non-local 
invest.o rs were o ft.en out bidding local producers fo r 
land , with ownership of farmland slowly shifting away 
from local farmers/ ranchers. 
South Dakota 
Farmland 
Market Trends 
1991-2006 
The 2006 SDSU Farm Real Estate Market Survey is 
the 16th annual survey of agricultural land values and 
cash rental rates by land use in different regions of 
Sm1tJ 1 Dakota. We report 011  the results of the survey 
and also include a discussion of factors influencing 
buyer/seller decisions and positive/nega tive factors 
impacting farmland markets. Publication of survey 
findings is a response to numerous requests by farm­
land owners, renters, appraisers, lenders, potential 
buyers, and others for detailed information on 
farmland markets in South Dakota. 
The 2006 estimates are based on reports from 222 
respondents to the 2006 SDSU survey. Respondents 
are ag1icultural lenders, Fann Service Agency 
o fficials, rural appraisers, assessors, realtors, profes­
sional fam1 managers, and Extension agricultural 
educators. All are familiar with fa1mland market 
trends in their localities. 
Copies of the SDSU survey were mailed in February 
and March 2006, requesting information on cash 
Dr. Larry Janssen and Dr. Burton Pflueger 1 
rental rates and ag1icultural land values as 
of February 2006. Response rates, respondent 
characteristics, and estimation procedures are in 
Appendix I. 
Results are presented in a fonnat similar to surveys 
published by Janssen and Pflueger from 1991 
through 2005. Regional information on land values 
and cash rents by land use (crop, hay, range, pasture, 
and irrigated crop/hay) 2 is emphasized in each of 
these SDSU reports. Current year findings are com­
pared to those of earlier years. 
This report is an overview and may or may not re flect 
actual land values or cash rental rates unique to spe­
ci fic localities or properties. Readers should use this 
report as a general reference, and rely on local 
sources for more specific details. 
County data on cropland and pasture rents and val­
ues are provided by the South Dakota Agricultural 
Statistics Service ( SDASS) in their report South 
1 Janssen and Pflueger are professors of economics, South Dakota State University. Dr.Janssen has teaching and research responsibili ties 
in ag1icultural finance, familand markets, economic development ,  and research methodology. Dr. Pflueger is Extension fann financial 
management specialist and also teaches an undergraduate course on agriculniral cooperatives. 
2 A major puipose of th is s11J"vey is to report land values and cash ren tal rates by m,tjor uses of privately owned ag1icultural land, exclud­
ing fa1m building sites. The m<tjor nonin-igated land uses reported are crops, hay, tame past1u-e, and rangeland. Rangeland is native 
grass pasture while tame pasture is seeded to in troduced grasses. Agiicultural land typicaUy used for production of alfalfa hay, other tame 
hay, or native hay is considered hayland in th is report. Cropland is ag,icul tural land typically used for crop production other than hay 
production. Since most irrigated land in South Dakota is used for crop or hay production, we repon the value and rental rates of inigat­
ed land used for t hese pmposes. These major land uses comp1ise nearly 98% of p1ivately owned land in fam1s in South Dakota 
(Janssen 1 999) . 
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Dakota 2006 County Level Land Rents and Values.3 
The SDASS report is based on a telephone survey of 
South Dakota farm/ranch producers and is the 1 2th  
annual survey of  county level land ren ts and values. 
Major t rends in per-acre cash rental rates and land 
values over t ime are similar in both the SDASS and 
SDSU surveys. A cornpa1ison of trends from 1 995 -
2006 from both surveys will be made available 
this summer. 
Changing economic conditions 
in South Dakota agricu lture 
Most renters, buyers, and sellers of fannland are local 
residents. Consequent ly, land market participants are 
influenced by many local social , financial, and eco­
nomic factors. Many of these factors are related to 
changing economic conditions in ag1iculture.  Land 
market.;; tend to reflect changing economic condi­
tions as land market participan ts adjust over time to 
curren t  and prospective conditions. 
Land market trends usually lag behind changing con­
ditions in the general and agticultural economies 
and are strongly influenced by land market 
participan ts' expectations of future trends and the 
availabili ty of debt or equity financing. 
Most of the 1 990s were characte1ized by low inflation 
rates, declining to stable interest rates, and increasing 
export markets for grains, oilseeds, livestock, and 
meat products. The amount  of farm debt, including 
farm real estate debt, gradually increased, and inter­
est expense averaged between 9 and 1 1  % of South 
Dakota farm production expenses. Net farm income 
has been very unstable but trended slightly upward 
from 1 990 to 2003 and increased substan tially in 2004 
and 2005. 
Average ptices of the p1incipal crops ( feed gTains, 
wheat, and soybeans) rebounded considerably in 
2002 and 2003 from ptices received in 1 998 through 
200 1 ,  which were the lowest average p1ices recorded 
in the past 1 5-20 years. Likewise, cattle and calf ptices 
generally increased since 1 996, resulting in improved 
profit margins. 
By early 2006, crop p1ices had generally declined 
from tJ1e levels of the previous 3 years. 
Farm real estate mortgage interest rates dropped sub­
stantially from 200 1 through 2003 to their lowest 
levels in more than 35 years. For example, Fann 
Credit System mort.gag·e in terest rates annually aver­
aged between 7.9% and 1 0% from 1 99 1  to 2000, but 
declined to around 5.4% in 2002 and approached 
6.5-7.5% in late 2005. Commercial bank mortgage 
interest rates were generally higher. Greatly reduced 
mortgage interest rates and low inflation rates for 
several years have had major posi tive impacts on real 
estate values, including farmland values. 
Farmland values became more dependent on 
government farm program payments from 1 998 to 
200 1 .  Federal farm program payments in South 
Dakota increased from a range of $230 million to 
$268 million annually dming the 1 995- 1 997 petiod 
to more than $700 million annually from 1 999-200 1 .  
These payments increased from 5 to 6.5% of gross 
farm income between 1 995 and 1 997 to more than 
1 4% of gross fann income in South Dakota from 
1 999 to 200 1 . 
Although federal farm program payment.s were lower 
after 200 1 ,  market participants generally expect fed­
eral program benefits to contjnue, when needed by 
the farm sector, into the indefinite future. A recent 
USDA-ERS study of farm program impact<;; estimated 
that 22% to 24% of cropland values in 2000 in the 
�, The SDASS report on county level rents and values can be obtained from the Sioux Falls office. The phone number is (605) 323-6500 
and mailing address is South Dakota Agricultural Statistics Sen,ice I P.O. Box 5068 I Sioux Falls SD 57 1 1 7-5068. The repmt can also be 
accessed at h t tp:/ /www.nass.usda.gov/ed/ 
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Northern Plains , which includes South Dakota , are 
at uibut.ed to commodity program payments (Barnard 
et al . 2001) . 
The strong employment base in many SoutJ1 Dakota 
trade centers provides off-farm employment for 
increasing numbers of farm families . This pennits 
greater economic stability and opportunities for 
many persons to become involved in the land market . 
Many investors , including fannland owners, have 
received capital gains from sale of stocks , land, or 
other investments that can be used for purchasing 
ag1icultural land for a va1iety of purposes . Credit has 
been readily available at gTeatly reduced interes t rates 
in the past 5 years to help finance land purchases and 
fann operating expenses . 
Ba5ed on data from the 2002 Census of AoTicult.ure b . ' 
37% of South Dakota 's agricultural land acres are in a 
cash lease or share lease from private landowners or 
in a per-acre cash lease from state, tribal, or federal 
agencies . The proportion of leased agricultural land 
varies from nearly 47% of fannland acres in the 
southeast region to only 27% of land in farms and 
ranches in the southwest. region ( Fig 1). 
Fig 1 .  Proportion of South Dakota farmland leased, statewide 
and regional 
NORTHWEST 
37% 
SOUTHWEST 
270/o 
SOUTH 
CENTRAL 
39% 
State: all agricultural land: 37% 
NORTH CENTRAL NORTH 
EAST 
400/o 
CENTRAL 
380/o 
400/o 
EAST 
CENTRAL 
440/o 
SOUTHEAST 
470/o 
Source: Est,fnctes from 2002 Census of Agriculture and other studies. 
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South Dakota agricu ltura l  
land va lues, 2006 
Respondents  to the 2006 South Dakota Farm Real 
Estate Market. Survey estimated the per-acre value of 
noninigated cropland, hayland, rangeland, tame pas­
ture land, and irrigated land in their county and the 
percent. change in value from one year earlier . 
Responses for nonir rigated land uses are grouped 
into eight agiicultural regions ( Fig I). The six 
regions in eastern and central Soutl1 Dakota corre­
spond witl1 USDA Agricultural Statistics Disuicts . In 
western South Dakota, fannland values and cash 
rental rates are reported for the northwest and south­
west regions . Due to the small number of inio-ated b . 
land reports in several regions, responses for irrigated 
land values and rent.al rates are regrouped into six 
regions: western, cenu-al/south-central , north-central, 
northeast, east-central, and southeast. 
The average value per acre and percent .  change in 
value was obtained for each ag 1icultural land use in 
each region. Regional and statewide all-land (nonirri­
gated) value estimates are weighted averages based 
on tJ1e relative acreage and value of each noninigat­
ed agricultural land use in each region of South 
Dakota (Appendix I). 
As of February 2006, the average value of all ag 1icul­
tural land in SoutJ1 Dakota was $724 per acre , a 
14.4% increase in value from one year earlier (Fig 2 
and Table I). This rate of increase is lower tJ1an the 
record high increase of 20 .3% from 2004 to 2005 and 
is close to or above the rapid annual increases of 10% 
to 14% from 2001 to 2003 and the longer-tem1 annu­
al rate of increase of 8.2% from 1991 to 2006 (Table 
1 and Appendix Table 2) . The increase of $91 per 
acre is the second highes t annual dollar per-acre 
increase during the past 16 years. Overall, ag ricultural 
land values in SoutJ1 Dakota have more than doubled 
since 2000 and uipled since 1993. 
Fig 2. Average value of South Dakota agricultura l  land, 
February 1 ,  2006 and 2005, and percent change from one 
year ago. 
NORTHWEST 
$253/acre 
$208/acre 
2 1 .6% 
SOUTH 
NORTH CENTRAL 
$839/acre 
$726/acre 
1 5 .6% 
CENTRAL 
$784acre 
$693/acre 
1 3. 1 %  
NORTH 
EAST 
$1 1 89/acre 
$1 04 1 /acre 
1 4.2% 
EAST 
CENTRAL 
$1 646/acre 
$1 43 1 /acre 
SOUTHWEST 
$284/acre 
$272/acre 
4.4% 
CENTRAL 1 5 .0% 
$461 /acre 
$41 3/acre 
1 1 .6% 
SOUTHEAST 
$1 575/acre 
'""11••••••••••••••�$1 360/acre 
1 5 .8% 
State: $724/acre 
$633/acre 
1 4 .4% 
Regional and statewide average values of agricultural land are 
the weighted averages of dollar value per acre and percent 
change by proportion of acres of each nonirrigated land use by 
region. 
Top :  Average per-acre value-February 1 ,  2006 
Middle: Average per-acre value-February 1 ,  2005 
Bottom: Annual percent change in per-acre land value 
Source: 2006 South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Survey, SDSU. 
Agricultural land values increased in all regions of 
South Dakota with the st rongest increase of 2 1.6% in 
the northwest and lowest rates of increase in the 
southwest and south-central region. The percentage 
rates of inc rease in all other regions we re c lose to the 
statewide ave rage. 
Regional differences in all-ag 1icultu ral land values are 
p rima1ily related to  major differences in: ( 1) agricul­
tural land productivity among regions , ( 2) per-acre  
values of c ropland and rangeland in each region, and 
(3) the p roportion of c ropland and rangeland in 
each region . Native rangeland is the dominant land 
use in western South Dakota, while most agricultural 
land in eastern South Dakota is nonir rigated c ro p­
land . 
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The all-land average values a re  highest in the eastern 
regions with per-ac re values ranging from $ 1,646 in 
tl1e east-cent ral region to $1,575 in the southeast and 
$1,189 in the no rtheast regions . This is the second 
year that all-land average value exceeds $1 ,000 per 
acre in the nor theast compared to the fourth consec­
utjve year in the southeast region. 
The per-ac re inc rease in all-land values from 200_5 to 
2006 varied from $2 15 per ac re in the southeast 
and east-cent ral regions to $148 per ac re in the 
northeast region. 
These three eastern regions contain the most p roduc­
tive land in South Dakota. Cropland and hayland a re 
the dominant land uses in eastern South Dakota, con­
sisting of more than 70% of agricultural land acres in 
each eastern region. 
Average per-ac re agricultural land values in t he north­
central and central regions a re  much higher than 
cor responding land values in western and south-cen­
tral South Dakota and conside rably lower than aver­
age land values in the easte rn regions . Average per­
acre values were $839 per acre  in the no rth-central 
and $784 per acre  in the central regions, more than a 
$ 10 0  per-acre inc rease from 2005 to 2006 in both 
r egions . Geographic location and land use differ­
ences a re closely related to differences in reported 
value. C rop/hayland comprises 62 % of fa rmland 
acres in the north-central region, compared to 52 % 
of fa rmland acres in the central region. 
Ag1icultural land values a re much lower in r egions 
west of the Missouri River than in the eastern and 
cent ral regions of South Dakota . The average value 
per acre ranges from $461 in the south-central region 
to $253 per acre in the northwest region , r espectively. 
Rangeland and pasture a re the dominant agricultu ral 
land uses .  
Table 1 .  Average reported value and annual percentage change in value of South Dakota agricultural land by type of land 
by region, 2003-2006. 
South- East- North- North- South- South- North-
Type of Land east Central east Central Central Central west west STATE 
dollars per acre 
All Agricultural Land (nonirrigated) 
Average value, 2006 1 575 1 646 1 1 89 839 784 461 284 253 724 
Average value, 2005 1 360 1 431  1 041 726 693 41 3 272 208 633 
Average value, 2004 1 1 39 1 1 63 789 621 579 376 222 1 89 527 
Average value, 2003 1 009 907 649 543 5 10  309 1 99 1 74 450 
Annual % change 06/05 1 5.8% 1 5.0% 1 4.2% 1 5.6% 1 3. 1 %  1 1 .6% 4.4% 21 .6% 1 4.4% 
Nonirrigated Cropland 
Average value, 2006 1 81 7  1 91 4  1 448 1 088 986 61 2 387 342 1 21 6  
Average Value, 2005 1 556 1 659 1 255 967 871 568 383 31 6 1 070 
Average Value, 2004 1 31 5  1 346 973 822 705 541 31 8 294 886 
Average value, 2003 1 1 56 1 040 793 71 6 631 443 290 281 744 
Annual % change 06/05 1 6.8% 1 5.4% 1 5.4% 1 2.5% 1 3.2% 7.7% 1 .0% 8.2% 1 3.6% 
Rangeland (native) 
Average value, 2006 925 1 055 751 548 599 397 255 234 374 
Average value, 2005 781 844 667 458 552 346 241 1 85 323 
Average value, 2004 684 764 465 396 456 31 2 1 96 1 67 275 
Average value, 2003 609 580 389 345 397 257 1 76 1 53 239 
Annual % change 06/05 1 8.4% 25.0% 1 2.6% 1 9.7% 8.5% 1 4.7% 5.8% 26.5% 1 5.8% 
Pasture (tame, improved) 
Average value, 2006 1 085 1 1 66 843 598 71 1 425 283 282 723 
Average Value, 2005 937 1 01 8  730 465 61 0 397 291 227 621 
Average Value, 2004 754 81 8 5 1 7  424 51 8 337 21 7 1 98 505 
Average value, 2003 683 71 0 448 389 493 294 1 91 1 63 452 
Annual % change 06/05 1 5 .8% 1 4.5% 1 5 .5% 28.6% 1 6.6% 7. 1 %  -2.7% 24.2% 1 6.4% 
Hayland 
Average value, 2006 1 383 1 371 831 640 758 499 346 300 687 
Average value, 2005 1 31 2  1 203 780 51 5 61 2 451 324 270 607 
Average value, 2004 1 008 992 586 432 51 6 391 265 245 498 
Average value, 2003 932 770 488 379 486 31 0 228 227 431 
Annual % change 06/05 5.4% 1 4.0% 6.5% 24.3% 23.9% 1 0.6% 6.8% 1 1 . 1 %  1 3.2% 
South- East North- North Central/ 
Type of Land east Central east Central S. Central Western STATE 
dollars per acre 
Irrigated land 
Average value, 2006 2354 2305 1 6 1 0  1 329 1 240 931 1 537 
H igh Productivity 2668 2468 1 9 1 2  1 542 1 481 1 1 48 
Low Productivity 1 888 1 794 1 375 1 075 1 059 741 
Average value, 2005 1 974 2097 1 566 1 01 7  1 1 90 968 1 387 
Average value, 2004 1 793 1 678 1 259 1 2 1 0  865 782 1 1 83 
Average value, 2003 1 629 1 085 1 034 1 032 81 7 630 1 01 4  
Annual % change 06/05 1 9 .3% 9.9% 2.8% 30.7% 4.2% -3.8% 1 0.8% 
Source: 2006 and earlier South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Surveys 
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Land va lues and va lue changes 
by type of land and region 
In each region, pe r-acre values are highest for inigat­
ed land followed by noninigated cropland, hayland 
or tame pasture, and native rangeland. For each non­
irrigated land use, per-acre land values are highest in 
the three eastern regions and lowest in the northwest, 
southwest, and south-central regions 
Fig 3. Average value of South Dakota cropland, irrigated 
land, and hayland, by region, February 2006, dollars per acre. 
NORTH CENTRAL 
Crop $1 088 
I rr. $1 329 
Ha $ 640 
NORTH 
EAST 
Crop $1 448 
I rr. $1 6 1 0 
NORTHWEST 
Crop $342 
I rr. $931 
H ay $300 
/\ CENTRAL 
'----�Hay $ 831 
Crop $ 986 
I rr. $1 240 
�S-0-UT-H--......_. $ 758 
CENTRAL 
EAST 
CENTRAL 
Crop $1 91 4 
I rr. $2305 
Hay $1 371 
SOUTHWEST 
Crop $387 
I rr. $931 
Hay $346 
Crop $ 6 1 2  
I rr. $1 240 
Hay $ 499 
SOUTHEAST 
Crop $1 8 1 7  
�--••••••••••• Irr. $2354 
Crop Nonirrigated cropland 
I rr. I rrigated landa ,b 
H ay Hayland 
Hay $1 383 
a 1 rrigated land values shown for the northwest and southwest 
regions are based on the average va lue reported for gravity i rri­
g
ated land in both western areas. 
I rrigated land values shown for the central and south-centra l 
regions are based on the average value reported in both 
regions. 
Source: 2006 South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Survey, SDSU. 
Fig 4. Average �alue of South Dakota rangeland and tame 
pasture, by region, February 2006, dollars per acre. 
NORTHWEST 
Range $234 
Pasture $282 
SOUTHWEST 
! Range $255 
Pasture $283 
NORTH CENTRAL 
Range $548 
Pasture $598 
Range $599 
asture $71 1 .....-----'--
SOUTH 
CENTRAL 
Range $397 
Pasture $425 
NORTH 
EAST 
Range $751 
Pasture $843 
EAST 
CENTRAL 
Range $1 055 
Pasture $1 1 66 
Source: 2006 South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Survey, SDSU. 
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( Fig 3 and 4; Table 1). In the north-central and cen­
tral regions, pe r-acre values of cropland are higher in 
the north-central region, while per-acre values of hay, 
pasture, and rangeland are higher in the central 
region. These regional differences in land values by 
land use have largely remained consistent over time 
and are c losely related to climate patterns, soil pro­
ductivity differences, and crop/forage yield differ­
ences across the state. 
Cropland values 
The weighted average value of South Dakota's nonir-
1ig·ated cropland (as of Febn1ary 2006) is $ 1,216 per 
acre, a 13.6% increase from 2005 (Table l ). This is 
the second year that the average value of South 
Dakota's nonirrigated cropland exceeds $1,000 per 
acre. Statewide, per-acre cropland values have more 
than doubled since 2000 and have tripled since 1992. 
In all regions east of the Missouri River, cropland val­
ues from 2005 to 2006 increased from 12 .5% to 
16.8%, depending on region, compared to single 
digit increases of 8.2 % in the northwest, 7. 7 %  in the 
south-central, and 1.0 %  in the southwest region 
(Table 1). It should be noted that the southwest and 
south-central regions have the fewest number of 
repor ts ( <20 reports per region) each year and show 
more e rratic annual changes than most other 
regions. 
The eas t-central and southeast regions have the high­
est average cropland values of $1,9 14 and $1,817 per­
acre, respectively. This is the first year that regional 
cropland values exceed $ 1,800 per acre in any South 
Dakota region and is also the fifth and sixth consecu­
tive year that average cropland values exceed $1,000 
per acre in the east-central and southeast regions ( Fig 
3 and Table 1). From 2005 to 2006, cropland values 
increased more than $250 per acre in botl1 regions. 
These two eastern regions contain 30 % of South 
Dakota's cropland. Corn and soybeans are the major 
crops in most counties of both regions. 
Corn, soy beans, wheat, and other small g rains are the 
predominant c ropland uses in most counties of t11e 
northeast and north-central regions of South Dakota. 
These two regions contain 34% of South Dakota 's 
cropland acres. Average cropland values are $1,448 
per acre in the northeast region and $1,088 per acre 
in the north-central region . Statewide average crop­
land values of $1 ,216 per acre in 2006 are between 
the average c ropland values reported in these two 
regions . Also, statewide annual increase in cropland 
values of $143 per acre from 2005 to 2006 is also 
between the annual increase of $1 93 per acre in the 
northeast region and $1 21 per acre in the nonh­
central region. 
As of Febma ry 2006, cropland values averaged $986 
per acre in the central region and $61 2 pe r acre in 
the south-cent ral region. These two regions contain 
20% of the state 's cropland acres. Wheat, corn, and 
grain sorghum are important crops in the south-cen­
t ral region while wheat, corn, soybeans, and sunflow­
ers a re the major crops in the cent ral region. Dming 
the past 5 yea rs, cropland values in the central region 
have been increasing at twice the rate of increases in 
the south-central region. 
The lowest cropland values of $342 and $387 per acre 
are found in the northwest and southwest regions, 
respectively. Wheat is the dominant cropland use in 
both western regions. 
Hayland values 
South Dakota haylancl values averaged $687 per acre 
as of Febma ry 2006, a 1 3.2% increase from one year 
ea rlie r (Table 1). Extremely strong annual increases 
in hayland values (above 23%) are reported in the 
no rth-central and central regions, while other regions 
had annual rates of increase a l  or below the statewide 
average. The lowest annual increases occurred in the 
southeast and southwest regions. Statewide, hayland 
values have more than doubled since 2000 and 
uipled from 1 993. 
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Average hayland values are highest ($1 ,383 and 
$1,371 per acre) in the southeast and east-central 
regions, respectively. This is the second year that aver­
age hayland values are above $1 ,200 per acre in any 
region of South Dakota. Hayland values are consider­
ably lower ($831 and $758 per acre, respectively) in 
the northeast and central regions but remain above 
the statewide ave rage value of $687 per acre. In the 
other four regions, the highest average value of $640 
per acre of hayland is found in the north-central 
region and the lowest average value of $300 pe r acre 
occnrs in the northwest region ( Fig 3 and Table 1). 
Alfalfa hay is the most common hay in the eastern 
regions, while native hay is more common in the cen­
tral and western regions. 
Pasture and rangeland values 
In Februa ry 2006, the value of South Dakota na tive 
rangeland averaged $374 pe r acre, while t11e average 
value of tame pasture was $723 per acre (Table 1). 
Native rangeland is concentrated in the western and 
cenu·al regions of South Dakota, while tame pasture 
is concentrated in the central and eastern regions. 
The statewide average change in rangeland and tame 
pasture values increased 15.8% and 16.4%, respec­
tively, clming the past yea r ( Febn1aq, 2005 to Feb­
mary 2006). This is the fourth consecutive year t11at. 
double-0igit (> 10%) increases in both pasture and 
rangeland values occurred. Statewide, rangeland val­
ues have doubled since 2000 and uipled in per-acre 
value from 1 993, while pasture land values doubled 
from 2001 and uipled from 1 995. 
Average rangeland values a re highes t. in the east-cen­
tral and southeast regions ( $1 ,055 and $925 per acre) 
and lowes t. in the southwest and northwest. region, 
with average values of $255 and $234 per acre ,  
respectively. In other regions, average rangeland val­
ues vary from $397 per acre in the south-central 
region to $751 per acre in the nort11east region 
(Fig 4 and Table 1). 
Depending on region, average values of tame pasture 
va 1ied from 10% to 21 % higher than the average 
value of rangeland. Statewide, the average value of 
tame pasture was nearly double the average value of 
rangeland, as three-fourths of tame (improved) pas­
ture acres are located east of the Missmui River and 
three-fourths of rangeland acres are located in coun­
ties west of the Missouri River 
In the cropland-intensive regions of eastern South 
Dakota and in the north-central region, the average 
per-acre value of noninigated cropland va ries from 
1 .8 to 2.0 times the average value of native rangeland. 
In the more rangeland-intensive central and western 
regions, the average per-acre value of  cropland va 1ies 
from 1.45 to 1.65 times the average value of range­
land. In most regions, tame pasture land values are in 
benveen rangeland and hayland values. Also, pasture 
and hayland values are considerably lower than crop­
land values in all regions of South Dakota. 
The relative va 1iation in rangeland and cropland val­
ues across South Dakota is lower than reported for 
all-ag1icultural land values. In 2006, average per-acre 
values of cropland and rangeland in the northwest 
region are between 1 8% and 2 2% of per-acre values 
for the same land uses in the east-central region. 
However, due to the changing proportion of 
crop/hayland and pasture/rangeland across the 
state, the average value of all-agricultural land in the 
northwest is only 15% of all ag 1icultural land values 
in the east-central region (Table 1). 
I rrigated land values 
Ir rigated land value reports are consolidated into six 
regions ( Fig 3 and Table 1). Very few inigated land 
reports from the central and south-central regions 
make it necessary to combine the reports from these 
two regions. The northwest and southwest regions are 
combined into a western region because almost all 
inigated land reports are for gTavity-ir rigated crop­
land in counties adjacent to the Black Hills. In all 
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other regions, the value of irrigated land was report­
ed for center pivot irrigation systems, excluding the 
value of the center pivot. 
We continue to caution readers that inigated land 
value data are less reliable than data on land values 
reported for other ag ricultural land uses. Ir rigated 
land is not common (less than 1 % of total acres) in 
most regions, and there are few sales of irrigated land 
tracts. Consequently, only 41 % of all respondents 
were familiar with and able to provide information 
on irrigated land values. 
Based on 92 responses, inigated land value increases 
from 2005 to 2006 were reported in all except the 
western region. Statewide average inigated land val­
ues are $1,537 per acre, a 10.8% increase from a year 
earlier. Regional average inigated land values are 
considerably above the statewide average in the east­
ern regions and considerably below the statewide 
average in tl1e central and western regions of South 
Dakota. Inigated land values vary from an average of 
$2,354 and $2,305 per acre, respectively in the south­
east and east-central regions to $931 per acre in the 
west.em regions ( Fig 3 and Table 1). 
Variation in land va lues 
by land productivity and 
county clusters 
Within each region and for each noniniga t­
ed agiicultural land use, there is considerable va 1ia­
tion in land values. In tl 1is section, we report the 
February 2006 per-acre values of average quality, 
high-productivity, and low-productivity land by ag 1i­
cultural land use by region and by coun ty clusters 
within several regions (Table 2). 
A county cluster is a gToup of coun ties wi thin the 
same region that have similar agricultural land use 
and value characte 1isdcs. Three county clusters are 
Table 2. Average reported value per acre of agricultural land by South Dakota region, county clusters, type of land, 
and land productivity, February 1 ,  2006, 2005, 2004, and 2003 
Southeast East Central 
Sanborn 
Clay Davison 
Lincoln Bon Homme Brookings Hanson 
Agricultural Land Turner Hutchinson Charles Mix Minnehaha Lake Kingsbury 
Type and Productivity All Union Yankton Douglas All Moody McCook Miner 
Nonirrigated Cropland 
dollars per acre 
Average 2006 1 81 7  2266 1 603 1 21 9  1 91 4  2595 201 9  1 434 
High Productivity 2347 2933 2 143 1 482 2422 3325 2478 1 852 
Low Productivity 1 364 1 631 1 260 982 1 468 1 907 1 51 3  1 1 77 
Average 2005 1 556 2021 1 283 1 042 1 659 2 196 1 665 1 307 
Average 2004 1 3 1 5  1 652 1 1 50 937 1 346 1 822 1 207 1 088 
Average 2003 1 1 56 1 544 995 732 1 040 1 386 1 042 896 
Rangeland (native) 
Average 2006 925 1 047 881 791 1 055 1 432 1 041 973 
High Productivity 1 1 02 1 263 1 044 923 1 268 1 91 1  1 1 94 1 1 59 
Low Productivity 750 841 736 632 836 1 269 764 777 
Average 2005 781 851 778 686 844 91 0 81 0 838 
Average 2004 684 785 629 599 764 936 689 706 
Average 2003 609 744 576 469 580 567 600 573 
"Pastureland (tame, improved) 
Average 2006 1 085 1 242 986 933 1 1 66 1 453 1 1 34 1 063 
High Productivity 1 245 1 440 1 1 36 1 042 1 422 1 860 1 337 1 295 
Low Productivity 894 997 869 750 951 1 2 1 0  906 871 
Average 2005 937 1 1 08 839 771 1 0 1 8  1 1 56 936 1 007 
Average 2004 754 820 728 703 8 1 8  923 786 796 
Average 2003 683 821 637 502 7 1 0  658 720 
Hayland 
Average 2006 1 383 1 700 13 12  932 1 371  2250 1 31 5  1 037 
High Productivity 1 696 2072 1 674 1 1 01 1 641  2833 1 502 1 226 
Low Productivity 1 044 1 241 1 005 760 1 036 1 61 7  967 834 
Average 2005 1 31 2  1 759 1 1 1 1  805 1 203 1 71 6  1 1 49 904 
Average 2004 1 008 1 21 8  91 9 71 7 992 1 300 902 855 
Average 2003 932 1 21 0  803 593 770 1 075 729 668 
Source: 2006. 2005, 2004. and 2003 South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Survey, SDSU 
Irrigation land values are not reported in this table, due to insufficient number of reports in most county clusters 
••  Insufficient number of reports to make estimates by county cluster. 
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Table 2. (continued) 
Northeast North Central 
Codington Clark Edmund Campbell 
Agricultural Land Deuel Grant Day Brown Faulk Potter 
Type and Productivity All Hamlin Roberts Marshall All Spink McPherson Walworth 
Nonirrigated Cropland 
dollars per acre 
Average 2006 1 448 1 541 1 557 1 298 1 088 1 498 8 1 8  775 
High Productivity 1 936 2066 1 957 1 800 1 461  2046 1 062 1 031 
Low Productivity 1 055 1 1 34 1 1 00 953 827 1 1 1 7 632 61 0 
Average 2005 1 255 1 308 1 349 1 1 04 967 1 342 766 683 
Average 2004 973 1 059 1 054 775 822 1 094 552 653 
Average 2003 793 879 777 699 71 6 909 486 541 
Rangeland (native) 
Average 2006 751 763 771 728 548 704 489 422 
High Productivity 878 938 857 835 660 833 589 527 
Low Productivity 575 596 571 557 451 573 4 14  341 
Average 2005 667 654 673 678 458 580 459 292 
Average 2004 465 505 468 403 396 498 341 294 
Average 2003 389 429 383 347 345 383 321 263 
Pastureland (tame,improved) 
Average 2006 843 834 860 847 598 760 537 437 
High Productivity 995 1 01 9  1 000 961 71 3 889 644 537 
Low Productivity 669 700 650 637 492 624 455 342 
Average 2005 730 744 720 721 465 605 454 290 
Average 2004 51 7 5 16  565 479 424 535 391 267 
Average 2003 448 481 431 41 6 389 442 350 294 
Hayland 
Average 2006 831 924 844 736 640 8 14  591 477 
High Productivity 1 024 1 1 30 1 000 933 763 963 726 549 
Low Productivity 653 745 625 578 5 15  659 492 357 
Average 2005 780 809 743 776 5 15  678 521 326 
Average 2004 586 654 51 0 524 432 554 369 306 
Average 2003 488 61 1 455 364 379 422 345 3 13  
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Table 2. (continued) 
South South North 
Central Central West West 
Buffalo 
Aurora Brule 
Agricultural Land Beadle Hand Hughes 
Type and Productivity All Jerauld Hyde Sully All All All 
dollars per acre 
Nonirrigated Cropland 
Average 2006 986 1 068 994 858 61 2 387 342 
High Productivity 1 266 1 430 1 1 61 1 1 57 789 468 400 
Low Productivity 760 81 2 748 700 485 3 14  267 
Average 2005 871 873 888 846 568 383 31 6 
Average 2004 705 785 603 7 10  541 31 8 294 
Average 2003 631 729 569 535 443 290 281 
Rangeland (native) 
Average 2006 599 677 61 1 450 397 255 234 
H igh Productivity 751 851 778 548 51 7 355 295 
Low Productivity 472 539 464 371 293 21 0 1 75 
Average 2005 552 608 590 388 346 241 1 85 
Average 2004 456 530 409 384 31 2 1 96 1 67 
Average 2003 397 51 1 353 270 257 1 76 1 53 
"Pastureland (tame,improved) 
Average 2006 71 1 771 728 531 425 283 282 
High Productivity 848 925 872 6 12  568 371 339 
Low Productivity 553 602 558 425 328 240 231 
Average 2005 61 0 683 606 41 1 397 291 227 
Average 2004 51 8 586 463 450 337 21 7 1 98 
Average 2003 493 583 405 294 1 91 1 63 
Hayland 
Average 2006 758 8 12  767 558 498 346 300 
High Productivity 922 1 001  892 733 61 5 432 351 
Low Productivity 603 624 630 467 394 286 237 
Average 2005 6 12  674 599 470 451 324 270 
Average 2004 51 6 581 461 433 391 265 245 
Average 2003 486 569 446 305 31 0 228 227 
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identified in each of the following regions : southeast , 
east-central , northeas t, nor th-cen tral , and central. 
Land values are not reported for coun ty clusters in 
regions west of the Missouri River because there are 
too few reports for most county groupings. This sur­
vey is not designed to reflect the substantially higher 
land values in or near the Black Hills . 
Substantial va 1iation in per-acre land value occurs by 
degree of land productivity for each land use in each 
region. For example , 2006 cropland values in the 
east-central region vary from an average of $1,468 per 
acre for low-productivity cropland t.o $2 ,422 per acre 
for high-productivit.")' cropland. At the other extreme, 
the average value of low (high) produc tivity cropland 
values is $267 ($400) per acre in the northwest 
region. Across regions , average values of low-produc­
tivi ty c ropland were 54% to 67% of the average values 
of high-productivity cropland. 
Rangeland values in the east-central region vary from 
an average of $836 per acre for low-productivity 
rangeland to $1 ,268 per acre for high productivity 
rangeland. In t.he northwest region , at the other 
ex treme, the average value of low (high) productivi ty 
rangeland is $1 75 ($295) per acre . The average value 
of low-productivity rangeland varies from 57% to 68% 
of the average value of high-productivity rangeland 
(Table 2). 
In 2006, average noninigat.ed cropland val­
ues were above $2,000 per acre in three county clus­
ters: Minnehaha-Moody, Clay-Lincoln-Turner-Union 
(CLTU), and Brookings-Lake-McCook . C ropland val­
ues were above $1,000 per acre in eight other co·unty 
clusters in eastern, north-central , and central regions 
of Sou th Dakota (Table 2) . As recently as 2003, aver­
age cropland values exceeded $1,000 per acre in only 
three clusters. 
In 2006, average cropland values in the east-central 
and southeast. regions varied from $2,595 per acre in 
Minnehaha-Moody to $1 ,21 9 per acre in the Charles 
Mix-Douglas clus ter. Hayland values va1ied from 
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$2,250 per acre in Minnehaha-Moody to $932 per 
acre in Charles Mix-Douglas. 
Similar patterns of land values also occur for range­
land and pasture in these two eastern regions. For 
example, rangeland values averaged $1,432 per acre 
in Minnehaha-Moody, were slightly above $1 ,040 in 
the C LTU and Brookings-Lake-McCook county clus­
ters , and averaged $791 per acre in the Charles Mix­
Douglas cluster (Table 2) . 
In the northeast region, the average values 
of cropland in 2006 were between $1,540 and $1,560 
per acre in the Codington-Deuel-Hamlin and Grant­
Roberts county c lus ters and about $1 ,300 per acre in 
the Clark-Day-Marshall coun ty cluster. Average per­
acre values of other land uses were much lower than 
per-acre cropland values in each cluster. Per-acre val­
ues for rangeland and pasture were similar across 
clusters in the northeast region. 
In the north-central region, average land values in 
Brown and Spink counties are much higher than 
those in other counties, especially for cropland. Most 
cropland in Brown and Spink counties is located in 
the James River valley and is more productive than 
other land in this region. As an example , nonirrigat­
ed cropland values averaged $1,498 per acre in the 
Brown-Spink county cluster compared to only $775 
per acre in the Campbell-Po tter-Walworth 
county c luster. 
East of the Missouri River, the lowest per-acre values 
for each agricultural land use are found in the 
Campbell-Po tter-Walworth (CPW) county clus ter. For 
each land use , per-acre land values in the C PW 
cluster are about one-half of corresponding land val­
ues in the Brown-Spink cluster and less than 30% of 
cropland or rangeland values in the Minnehaha­
Moody c luster . 
In the central region, land values for each land use 
were similar in the Aurora-Beadle:Jerauld and Brule­
Hand-Hyde county clusters and considerably lower in 
tl 1e Hughes-Sully cluster. Land values vary from an 
average of $450 per acre for rangeland in the 
Hughes-Sully c luster to $1,068 per acre for cropland 
in the Aurora-Beadle:Jerauld cluster. 
Strong increases ( o ft.en greater than 20%) were 
reported in rangeland and tame pasture or hayland 
value in some county clusters of the central and 
north-central regions of South Dakota. Some weak­
nesses in land value changes were noted in the south­
west region and for specific land uses in a few c lusters 
in eastern or central regions of South Dakota. 
For regions west of the Missouri River, average land 
values for each land use are highest in the soutJ1-cen­
t 1·al region and lowest in the no rthwest region. 
During the past year, land values increased more rap­
idly in the northwest region compared to the soutJ 1-
cen tral and southwest regions . Average land values 
vary from $234 per acre for rangeland in the north­
west region to $612 per acre for cropland in tJ1e 
south-central region . 
Major reasons for purchase 
and sa le of farmland 
Dming each of t J 1e 16  years of the SDSU Fann Real 
Estate Market survey, respondents have been asked to 
provide major reasons for buying and selling fam1-
land in their locality. Almost 96% of respondents 
provided one or two reasons in each category. During 
all of tJ1e years this survey has been conducted, tJ1e 
top three or four most commonly cited reasons for 
purchase or sale of farmland have not changed. 
However, the relative importance of vatious factors 
has changed. 
Fa 1m expansion and investment purposes were tJ1e 
two most common reasons given for purchasing fa 1m­
land ( Fig 5). Inves tment. purposes varied from pur­
chasing farmland as an investment in farming activi-
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ties to seeming land for future housing and business 
sites near larger urban areas. Farmland potential for 
fc�e-based hunting and recreation can also influence 
inves tment decisions. Seventeen percent of survey 
participants indicated hunting/recreation was a 
major reason for purchasing fannland. 
Responses indicating investment purposes or hun t­
ing/recreation pu rposes as the major reason (s) for 
purchasing fannland have increased from 23% of 
1994 responses to 45% of responses in 2000 and 49% 
of responses in 2006. Conversely, the proportion of 
responses indicating farm expansion as the major rea­
son for purchasing farmland declined from 48% of 
responses in 1994 to 43% in 2000, and 33% in 2005 
and 2006. 
The opportunity to purchase land in advantageous 
locations or secure land now available for sale that 
had been previously rented made up 3% of respons­
es . Another 7% of respondents indicated farmland 
was purchased prima 1·ily for tax pmposes ( e.g. 1031 
exchanges) or to take advantage of favorable (low) 
interest rates. 
Retirement, estate settlement., and favorable market 
conditions continue as the three main reasons for 
selling fannland. Retirement or settlement of an 
estate was listed by 49% of respondents as reasons for 
selling farmland. Thirty-eight percent of respondents 
indicated fam1land was sold to capitalize on the cur-
Fig 5. Reasons for buying farmland. 
Location/Availability 3% 
Hunting/Recreation 1 7% 
Investment 32% 
rent high land prices and demand in the land mar­
ket. Seven percent listed financial/ cash flow pressu res 
as the main reasons for selling farmland ( Fig 6). 
F rom 2000 to 2006, the major shift in reasons for sell­
ing fanT1land has been the increase in responses of 
favorable market conditions for sellers-38% of 
responses in 2006 compared to 17% in 2000 . The 
proportion of responses listing reti rement or finan­
cial/ cash flow p ressures as the major reason for sale 
declined dming the same pe1iod . 
The shift in perception that fannland expansion is no 
longer the dominant reason for farmland purchases 
is closely related to the rapid increase of fa rmland val­
ues, especially from 2000 to 2006, and the g rowth of 
hunting/recreation activities as a motivation fo r pur­
chasing farmland in the 1990s and continuing to the 
p resent. In most a reas of South Dako ta, farmers and 
ranchers expanding their operation are still the p 1in­
cipal buyers of agricultural land in thei r locality. 
However, their dominance in the land market is chal­
lenged by local area investors and non-local investors 
interested in pu rchasing ag1icultural land fo r various 
reasons including leasing land to local farmers, leas­
ing/ developing land for hunting and other recre­
ation opportunities, and other motives . The implica-
Fig 6. Reasons for selling farmland. 
Sellers Market 
38% 
Other 
Financial & Cash 
flow 
7% 
1 5% 
tion is that fann expansion comes at a higher p 1ice 
than before. 
Cash renta l rates of South 
Dakota agricu ltura l  land 
The cash rental market p rovides important informa­
tion on returns to agricultural land. Three-fourths of 
South Dakota farmland rente rs are involved in one or  
more cash leases for ag 1icultural land . The majori ty 
of fannland leases (57%) were cash leases, and five­
eighths of cash leases were annual renewable aoTee-o 
ments Qanssen and Xu 2003) .  
Respondent� were asked about averao-e cash rental b 
rates pe r acre fo r noninigated cropland, i rrigated 
land, and hayland in thei r  locality Cash rental rates 
for pasture/rangeland was provided on a pe r-acre 
basis and, if possible, on an Animal Unit Month 
(AUM) basis .4 Respondents we re also asked to 
report cash rental rates for high-productivity and low­
productivity land by diffe rent land uses in their locali­
ty. Cash rental rates by land use by region are summa­
rized in Fig1ir e  7 and Table 3. The same information 
is summa1ized by region and county cluster in 
Table 4. 
Cash rental rates differ g reatly by region and by land 
use . For noninigated land uses, cash rental rates per 
acre are highest in the southeast and east-central 
regions and lowest in no rthwest and southwest South 
Dakota . In every region, cash rental rates a re highest 
for cropland and lowest for rangeland and pasture 
( Figme 7 and Table 3). 
From 2005 to 2006, statewide cash rental rates 
increased an averag·e of $2.05 per acre for cropland, 
$2 .35 per acre for hayland, and $1.00 per acre of hay-
4 Animal Unit  Month (AUM) is defined as the amount of forage required to maintain a mature cow with calf for 10 davs A •. AUM · 
h f " . " al 
. ' , . n.il IS 
somew at � a genen� v ue. an� should be about .equal across regions. Therefore, p1ivate cash lease rates quoted on � per-AUM basis 
sh0t'.ld be 10ughly equivalent m different geograpluc areas of the state u nless there are 1myor differences in forage availability, forage 
quali ty, and demand for leased land. 
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land and rangeland. The average percentage increase 
in cash ren tal rates was about 7% for hayland, 5.7% 
for rangeland, and 3.5% for cropland. Average cash 
rental rates increased for cropland in all regions 
except the sout.hwes l and northwest regions. Hayland 
and pasture/rangeland cash rental rates increased in 
all except in the northwest region. In general, cash 
rental rate increases were greatest in the same 
regions where the strongest land value increases were 
also reported. The exception was in the· northwest 
region where strong land value increases were report­
ed along with minor declines in cash rental rates. 
2006 cash rental rates: cropland, 
hayland, and irrigated land 
Average cash rental rates in 2006 for nonirrigated 
cropland vary from $21.45 to $24.70 per acre in the 
western regions to $70.50 per acre in the northeast 
region and $89.25 per acre in the southeast region 
( Fig 7 and Table 3). Average cash rental rates for 
cropland are highes l ($10 9.30 and $106.15 per acre, 
respectively) in the Minnehaha-Moody and Clay­
Lincoln-Turner-U nion (CLTU) county clusters 
(Table 4). 
This is the fourth year that average cash rental rates 
exceeded $100 per acre for high-productivily nonin;­
gated cropland in both the sou theast and east-central 
regions. Average cash rental rates for high-productivi­
ty cropland in the CLTU and Minnehaha-Moody 
coun ty clusters currently exceed $140 per acre and 
have been above $1 00 per acre for several years. Cash 
rental rates for high-productivi ty cropland currently 
exceed $100 per acre in several other coun ty clusters 
in the three eastern regions of South Dakota. 
Within each region and coun ty cluster, cash rental 
rate averages for low-productivity cropland are con­
siderably lower than those reported for high-produc­
tivity cropland. For example, reported average cash 
rent for nonin;gated cropland in the southeast 
region is $65.45 per acre for low-productivity crop-
1 7  
land and $11 8.25 per acre for high-productivity crop­
land. In tJ1e northwest region, the average cash rent 
for low-productivity cropland is $16.55 while cash 
rental rates for high-productivity cropland average 
$26.15 per acre (Table 4). 
Hayland cash rental rates in 2006 vary from an aver­
age of $18.15 to $19.55 per acre in weste rn Soutl � 
Dakota and from $30.20 to $34.60 per acre in the 
north-central and central regions, respectively. 
However, in the three regions of eastern SoutJ1 
Dakota, hayland cash rental rates vary from an aver­
age of $40.20 in the northeast region to $72. 90 per 
acre in the southeast region ( Fig 7 and Table 3). 
In eastern South Dakota, average cash rental rates for 
hayland vary from $94.15 in tJ1e Minnehaha-Moody 
cluster to $57.95 in the Brookings-Lake-McCook 
c luster to $31.45 per acre in tJ1e Clark-Day-Marshall 
c luster. For several coun ties in each easte rn region, 
average cash rental rates for hayland are between $47 
and $51 per acre (Table 4). 
Within each region and county cluster, tJ1ere are con­
siderable differences in average cash rental rates of 
low-productivity and high-productivity hayland. For 
example, the average rental rates for high- and low­
productivity hayland in tJ1e C LTU county cluster are 
Fig 7. Average cash rental rate of South Dakota nonirrigated 
cropland, hayland, and rangeland, by region, 2006, dollars 
per acre. 
NORTHWEST 
Crop $21 .45 
Hay $1 8. 1 5  
Range $ 9.25 
SOUTHWEST 
Crop $24.70 
Hay $1 9.55 
Range $1 0.70 
NORTH CENTRAL NORTH 
Crop $53.85 EAST 
Hay $30.20 Crop $70.50 
Range $25.90 Hay $40.20 
.___� Range $31 .35 
CENTRAL EAST 
Crop $46.35 CENTRAL 
Hay $34.60 Crop $82.60 
.
...-S-O_UT_H _ _.._ 
Range $26.30 Hay $60.50 
CENTRAL Range $40.00 
Crop $34.00 
Hay $27 .30 SOUTHEAST 
Range $1 9.60 Crop $89.25 
.,. _____________ 
, Hay $72.90 
Range $42 . 1  O 
Crop = Cropland 
Hay = Hayland 
Range = Rangeland and Pasture 
Source: 2006 South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Survey, SDSU. 
Table 3. Reported cash rental rates of South Dakota agricultural land by type of land by region, 2003-2006. 
South- East North- North- South- South- North-
Type of Land east Central east Central Central Central west west State 
dollars per acre 
Nonirrigated Cropland 
Average 2006 rate 89.25 82.6 70.50 53.85 46.35 34.00 24.70 21 .45 6 1 .45 
High Productivity 1 1 8.25 1 1 5.70 1 03.40 74.65 63.50 47.75 30. 1 5  26. 1 5  
Low Productivity 65.45 59.35 5 1 .25 38.25 32.30 22.05 1 9.45 1 6.55 
Average 2005 rate 87.20 82.6 65.70 49.40 45.80 31 .50 24.90 22.90 59.40 
Average 2004 rate 83.70 78.80 64.50 47.60 43.40 34. 1 0  23. 1 0  21 .40 57.30 
Average 2003 rate 78.80 74.70 59.50 44.90 40.60 29.20 22.00 21 .00 53.70 
Hayland 
Average 2006 rate 72.90 60.50 40.20 30.20 34.60 27.30 1 9. 55 1 8. 1 5  36. 1 5  
High Productivity 91 .25 79.85 53.50 40.75 47.35 34.65 26.60 22.75 
Low Productivity 53.85 40. 1 5  26.70 21 .50 23.20 1 7.25 1 5.45 1 3.55 
Average 2005 rate 71 .60 56.40 38.70 28.90 29.80 22.20 1 7.60 1 8 .80 33.80 
Average 2004 rate 68.50 53.40 36.80 27. 1 0  28.40 24.80 1 8.50 1 7.70 32.70 
Average 2003 rate 67.20 49.40 34.60 26.20 27.50 1 9 .80 1 7.80 1 9.80 31 .30 
Pasture/Rangeland 
Average 2006 rate 42. 1 0  40.00 31 .35 25.90 26.30 1 9 .60 1 0.70 9.25 1 8 .50 
High Productivity 54.55 55.95 42.90 36.00 37.45 26.30 1 4.05 1 2.75 
Low Productivity 28.35 28.35 22.35 1 8 .25 1 6.90 1 3.25 6.35 6.05 
Average 2005 rate 40.55 36.05 29.80 24.60 24.95 1 4.85 1 0 .70 9.75 1 7 .50 
Average 2004 rate 37.40 35.90 27.20 22.20 23.90 1 7.30 1 0.00 7.90 1 6 .45 
Average 2003 rate 35.20 32.40 25.30 20.30 23.00 1 6.40 8.60 7.70 1 5 .30 
dollars per Animal Unit Month 
Average 2006 rate 25. 1 5  26.00 25.25 23. 1 0  24.45 24.45 24. 1 5  20.85 
High Productivity 31 .30 33.85 33.75 30.90 30.80 33.75 30. 1 5  25.95 
Low Productivity 1 8.95 20.30 1 9 . 1 5  1 7.25 1 9.65 1 8. 1 0  1 7.70 1 6 .65 
Average 2005 rate 21 .45 21 . 1 0  23.75 22.40 20.60 23.20 22.30 1 9.45 
Average 2004 rate 21 .30 21 . 1 0  24.00 23.60 2 1 .90 1 9 .80 
Average 2003 rate 20.30 20.40 20.40 21 .50 1 9.90 1 9.30 
South- East- North- North- Central/ 
Type of Land east Central east Central S.Central Western State 
Irrigated land 
dollars per acre 
Average 2006 rate 1 21 .20 1 09.50 96.25 84.75 81 .25 62.85 89. 1 5  
High Productivity 1 44.55 1 37.00 1 31 .90 1 0 1 .35 1 04. 1 0  81 .00 
Low Productivity 1 00.80 89.00 83.75 70.45 63.65 5 1 .85 
Average 2005 rate 1 1 8.30 
0
1 09.30 84.45 80.95 73. 1 0  60.50 84.30 
Average 2004 rate 1 1 8.80 1 03.80 97.50 75.00 73.20 56.90 83.70 
Average 2003 rate 1 1 9.20 98.00 72.60 75.50 58.20 78.60 
•• Insufficient number of reports to make regional estimates. 
Source: South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Surveys, SDSU, 2006 and earlier year reports. 
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Table 4. Reported cash rental rates of South Dakota agricultural land by region and county clusters, 2006, 2005, 2004, 
and 2003 rates 
Southeast East Central 
Sanborn 
Clay Davison 
Lincoln Bon Homme Brookings Hanson 
Turner Hutchinson Charles Mix Minnehaha Lake Kingsbury 
All Union Yankton Douglas All Moody McCook Miner 
Nonirrigated Cropland 
dollars per acre 
Average 2006 rate 89.25 1 06. 1 5  82.85 59.65 82.60 1 09.30 85.75 67.00 
High Productivity 1 1 8.25 1 40.95 1 09.60 78.55 1 1 5.70 1 47.00 1 1 9.00 97.80 
Low Productivity 65.45 79. 1 0  59.70 42.20 59.35 80.70 64.00 45.65 
Average 2005 rate 87.20 1 06.70 76.70 59. 1 0  82.60 1 02. 1 0  89. 1 0  65.50 
Average 2004 rate 83.70 99.30 77.50 58. 1 0  78.80 1 00.20 80.60 62.50 
Average 2003 rate 78.80 95.70 72. 1 0  58.60 74.70 95.00 78. 1 0  63.90 
Average 2002 rate 76.50 91 .90 69.90 50.20 69.80 88.00 73.90 55.20 
Hayland 
Average 2006 rate 72.90 85.50 72.55 47.45 60.50 94. 1 5  57.95 48.05 
High Productivity 91 .25 1 08.45 88.70 58.85 79.85 1 27.50 71 .30 64.60 
Low Productivity 53.85 64.65 52.80 32.85 40. 1 5  67.50 40.65 28.85 
Average 2005 rate 71 .60 91 .30 68. 1 0  43.50 56.40 80. 1 0  57.60 41 .70 
Average 2004 rate 68.50 81 .90 68.20 40.70 53.40 67. 1 0  51 . 1 0 46.80 
Average 2003 rate 67.20 81 .60 62.80 39.60 49.40 63.30 51 .40 42.50 
Pasture/Rangeland 
Average 2006 rate 42. 1 0  47.70 38.40 36.55 40.00 51 .50 41 .60 35.65 
High Productivity 54.55 62.45 49.80 46.30 55.95 68.25 56.80 51 .80 
Low Productivity 28.35 31 .20 26.90 25.00 28.35 35.85 30.55 24.80 
Average 2005 rate 40.55 48.65 38.40 30.50 36.05 42.05 34.70 34. 1 0  
Average 2004 rate 37.40 44.70 33.20 30.00 35.90 38.80 35.40 34.80 
Average 2003 rate 35.20 42.20 32.00 29.1 0  32.40 38.00 33.30 30.20 
I rrigated cropland rental rates per acre and rangeland rental rates per AUM are not reported in this table, due to insufficient number of reports 
in most county clusters. 
Source: South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Surveys, SDSU, 2006, 2005, 2004, and 2003. 
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Table 4. (continued) 
Northeast North Central 
Codington Clark Edmund Campbell 
Deuel Grant Day Brown Faulk Potter 
All Hamlin Roberts Marshall All Spink McPherson Walworth 
Nonirrigated Cropland 
dollars per acre 
Average 2006 rate 70.50 77.00 73.55 63.05 53.85 68.85 46.60 40.35 
High Productivity 1 03.40 1 1 2.75 1 08.55 92.30 74.65 95.00 65.95 55.20 
Low Productivity 51 .25 57.25 47.85 47.70 38.25 53.40 28.05 27.60 
Average 2005 rate 65.70 71 .90 68.40 57.30 49.40 64.80 42.50 38.70 
Average 2004 rate 64.50 70.80 68.70 54.40 47.60 56.90 38.90 39. 1 0  
Average 2003 rate 59.50 62.30 60.00 51 .90 44.90 52.20 36.00 37.40 
Hayland 
Average 2006 rate 40.20 50.70 33.00 31 .45 30.20 34.20 30.75 24.70 
High Productivity 53.50 65.60 42.50 45.00 40.75 45.00 42.85 32.95 
Low Productivity 26.70 35.45 23.25 1 7.85 21 .50 23.70 21 .45 1 9.05 
Average 2005 rate 38.70 41 .40 41 .60 31 .40 28.90 35.40 28.20 21 .20 
Average 2004 rate 36.80 43.30 29.80 30.70 27. 1 0 31 . 1 0 26. 1 0  20.30 
Average 2003 rate 34.60 41 .60 34.40 25. 1 0  26.20 30. 1 0 22.80 2 1 .80 
Pasture/Rangeland 
Average 2006 rate 31 .35 36.80 29.45 27.75 25.90 31 .60 27.25 1 6.90 
High Productivity 42.90 51 .35 37.85 38.45 36.00 44. 1 5  35.85 25.50 
Low Productivity 22.35 27.25 20.45 1 9.25 1 8.25 23.00 1 9 .30 1 0.95 
Average 2005 rate 29.80 34.05 28.35 26.35 24.60 29.60 25. 1 5  1 7. 1 0  
Average 2004 rate 27.20 29.80 26.90 24.20 22.20 25.60 22.70 1 5.40 
Average 2003 rate 25.30 27.90 24. 1 0  23.20 20.30 22.50 1 9 .90 1 5.70 
South South North 
Central Central West West 
Buffalo 
Aurora Brule 
Beadle Hand Hughes 
All Jerauld Hyde Sully All All All 
Nonirrigated Cropland 
dollars per acre 
Average 2006 rate 46.35 53.40 42. 1 0  42.40 34.00 24.70 21 .45 
High Productivity 63.50 73. 1 0  61 .20 52.50 47.75 30. 1 5 26. 1 5  
Low Productivity 32.30 34.40 29.60 33.35 22.05 1 9.45 1 6 .55 
Average 2005 rate 45.80 49.50 41 .50 45.00 31 .50 24.90 22.90 
Average 2004 rate 43.40 47. 1 0  38.20 44.80 34. 1 0  23. 1 0  21 .40 
Average 2003 rate 40.60 46.50 36.30 37.00 29.20 22.00 21 .00 
Hayland 
Average 2006 rate 34.60 37.90 31 .95 27.30 1 9.55 1 8. 1 5  
High Productivity 47.35 56.30 41 .35 34.65 26.60 22.75 
Low Productivity 23.20 25.80 20.45 1 7.25 1 5.45 1 3.55 
Average 2005 rate 29.80 36.50 26.50 1 7.50 22.20 1 7.60 1 8.80 
Average 2004 rate 28.40 31 .90 28.40 23.60 24.80 1 8.50 1 7.70 
Average 2003 rate 27.50 30.60 28.50 20. 1 0  1 9 .80 1 7.80 1 9.80 
Pasture/Rangeland 
Average 2006 rate 26.30 30. 1 0  25.80 20.20 1 9 .60 1 0.70 9.25 
High Productivity 37.45 44.00 36.85 26.60 26.30 1 4.05 1 2.75 
Low Productivity 1 6.90 1 9.45 1 5.60 1 4.40 1 3.25 6 .35 6.05 
Average 2005 rate 24.95 29.30 23.80 1 8.70 1 4.85 1 0 .70 9.75 
Average 2004 rate 23.90 28.60 22.00 1 9. 1 0 1 7.30 9.90 7.90 
Average 2003 rate 23.00 27.60 23.00 1 5.90 1 6 .40 8.60 7.70 
•• Insufficient number of reports to make an estimate at the county cluster level. 
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$ 140.95 and $79. 1 0  per acre, respectively. In many 
regions, the lower cash rental rates are reported for 
native hayland, while the higher rates are quoted for 
alfalfa or other tame hayland. 
Cash rental rates for irrigated land vary from an aver­
age of $62.8 5 per acre in western South Dakota to 
$109.50 per acre in the east-central region and 
$ 12 1 .20 per acre in the southeast region (Table 3). 
2006 cash renta l rates: 
rangeland and pasture 
Nearly three-eighths of South Dakota's 2 6.2 million 
acres of rangeland and p asture acres are leased to 
farmers and ranchers. Several million acres of 
rangeland in western and central South Dakota 
are controlled by federal, state, or t 1i bal agencies 
and are leased to ranchers using cash leases or 
grazing permits. 
A m�j01ity of leased rangeland and almost all leased 
pasture are cash rented from private landlords 
(Janssen and Xu 2003). Respondents were asked to 
report 2006 cash rental rates per acre and per AUM 
on privately owned rangeland and pastureland in 
tJ1eir locali ty. 
Average cash rental rates per acre reflect regional dif­
ferences in productivity and carrying capaci ty of pas­
ture and rangeland tracts. Rates vary from $9.2 5 to 
$ 10. 70 in western South Dakota to $42.10 per acre in 
the southeast region. Typical cash ren tal rates for low-­
productivity and high-productivity rangeland vary 
from $6.0 5 to $ 12.7 5 in the northwest region and 
from $28.3 5  to $ 54.55 in the southeast region (Fig 7 
and Table 3). 
In counties east of the Missomi River, average cash 
rental rates for rangeland and pasture vary from a 
high of $ 51.50 in the Minnehaha-Moody cluster to a 
low of $16.90 per acre in the Campbell-Potte r-­
Walworth county cluster (Table 4). 
Rangeland rates per A UM in 2006 are fairly uniform 
across South Dakota, averaging be tween $20.8 5  in the 
northwest region to $2 6.00 per AUM in the east-cen­
tral region. Rental rates per AUM increased in all 
regions from 200 5 to 2006. 
Rates of return to South 
Dakota agricu ltura l  land 
Two approaches (gross rates of return and net rates 
of return) are used in each annual survey to obtain 
inforrnation on current rates of return to ag1icultural 
land. 5 ,6 
Gross rent-to-value ratios (gross cash rent as a percent 
of land value) are calculated from respondents ' 
reported cash rental rates and estimated values of 
leased land. This is a measure of the gross rate of 
return obtained by landlords before deduction of 
property taxes and other landlord expenses. 
In 2006, the s tatewide average gross rate of return 
(rent-t o-value ratio) is 5.2% for nonirrigated crop-­
land and haylancl, 4.3% for rangeland, and 4.7% for 
all ag·1icultural land. This is the first year in the 16 
years of this annual survey that the average gross rates 
of return to all noninigated ag1icul t:ural land are 
lower than 5%. Regional average ren t-to-value ratios 
in 2006 vary from 4.2% in the southwes t: to 5.2% in 
the north-central region (Table 5). 
i:; :J The range of reported rates of return and calculated rent-to-value ratios is obtained for t J 1e m iddle 90% of responses for each land use. 
F01· most respondents, t he estimated gross rate or return ( rent-to-value ratio) va1ies from 3.8% to 7.5% for cropland, from 3.3% to 7.7% 
for hayland, and from 2.8% to 7.5% for rangeland. This represen ts t J 1e practicaJ range or reported rates of retun1 and rent-to-vaJue ratios. 
6 The median rem-to-value ratio (gross rate of return) in 2006 is 5.0% for cropland and hayland and 4.0% for rangeland. The median 
net rate of return is 4.0% for cropland and hayland and 3.5% for rangeland. 
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Next, respondents were asked to estimate the current 
net rate of return (percent) that landowners in their 
locality could expect given current land values. 
Appraisers refer to the current. annual net rate of 
return as the market-de1ived capitalization rate, 
which is widely used in the income approach to farm­
land appraisal. The net rate of return is a return to 
agricultural land ownership after deducting property 
taxes, real est.ate maintenance, and other ownership 
expenses.7 
Average net rat.es of return for 2006 varied from 4.2% 
for nonirrigat.ed cropland to 4.0% for hayland and to 
3.8% for rangeland and pasture, averaging 3.9% for 
all ag1icult.ural land . This is the second consecutive 
year during the past 16 that average net rates of 
return for all-agricultural land were below 4%. Also, 
average net rates of return in 2006 are below 4.5% 
for each agricultural land use and for all regions of 
South Dakota . 
Average net rat. es of return by region in 2006 varied 
from 3.1 % in the southwest. region to 4.4% in the 
north-<:ent.ral region . In all other regions, the average 
net. rate of return was bet.ween 3.9% and 4.1 %. The 
regional differences in rates of return reflect. the con­
sistent pa t.tern of cropland rat.es of return (both gross 
and net) exceeding rates of return to rangeland in 
each of the past 16 years . 
The projected difference bet.ween gross and net ra t.es 
of return to agricultural land ownership in 2006 is 0.8 
percen t.age points for all-agricultural land and va1ies 
somewha t. across regions and ag1icultural land uses 
(Table 5). Most of the difference bet.ween gross 
returns and net returns is caused by property 
tax levies . 
Longer-term perspective on 
farmland and market changes, 
1 991 -2006 
Longer-term his t.01ical data from annual S DSU sur­
veys of agricultural land values and cash ren t.al ra t.es 
in South Dakota from 1991-2006 are located in 
Appendix ·Tables 2 and 3 of this report. Long-term 
trends in average annual cash rat.es of return are 
shown in Fig1 1re 8a and Figure 8b. Regional and 
statewide comparisons of annual percentage changes 
in all-ag1icultural land values in three 5-year periods 
from 1991-2006 are shown in Figure 9. 
Based on 16 years of examining trends in rat.es of 
return to ag1icultural land and trends in land values 
and cash ren t.al rates by agricultural land use across 
regions and county clusters , a few key observations 
are offered. 
First, gross rates of return ( cash rent to land value 
ratio) for cropland, rangeland, and all-agricultural 
land dec lined slowly from 1991-2000 and more ra p­
idly each year from 2001 to 2006. In all 16 years, aver­
age rates of return to cropland exceeded average 
rates of return to rangeland ( Fig 8a and 8b). Dming 
the same time period, trends for net rat.es of return 
were similar, but more erratic, than trends in gross 
cash rates of return to land . 
Second, considerable insight. about impacts of federal 
policies on land values is gained by comparing 
annual rat.es of land increases for three 5-year time 
periods . 
The first period, 1991-1996, reflects the impacts of 
the 1990 farm bill, continued recovery of the fam1 
7 The market derived income capitalization rate used by appraisers is equal to net return to land divided by its curTent market value. 
One widely used method of estimating net return to ag1icul tural land is subtracting property taxes, land maintenance expense, and other 
land ownership expenses from the gross cash rental rate for the same land. In each SDSU fa1mland market smvey, respondents were 
requested to estimate th is net rate of return by land use for ag1icultural land in their locality. 
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Table 5. Estimated rates of return to South Dakota agricultural land by type of land and by region, 1 991 - 2006 
Average Average 
2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 1991 -2000 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 1991-2000 
Type of land-statewide GROSS rate of return (%) NET rate of return (%! 
All agricultural land 4.7 5.2 5.8 6.2 6.5 6 .7 7.3 3.9 3.9 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.8 5.4 
Nonirrigated cropland 5.2 5.7 6.6 7 . 1  7.4 7.6 8.0 4.2 4.5 4.9 5.0 5.2 5.4 6.0 
Rangeland & pasture 4.3 4.8 5.2 5.4 5.7 6 . 1  6 .8  3.8 3.5 3.9 4. 1 3.9 4.3 4.8 
Hayland 5.2 5.7 6.5 7 . 1  7.2 7.3 7.9 4.0 4.0 4.4 4.8 4.7 5 . 1  5.5 
Regiond GROSS rate of return (%) NET rate of return (%) 
Southeast 5.0 5.5 6.2 6.7 7.1 7.2 7.4 4. 1 4.5 4.9 4.6 5 .0 5.4 5.8 
East-Central 4.4 4.9 5.6 6.7 6.7 6.9 7.6 4 . 1  4.7 4.7 4.6 5.0 5.5 5.5 
Northeast 4.9 5 . 1  6 .8 7 .4 7 .6 7.6 8.1 3.9 4.3 4.8 5.5 5.5 5.6 6.1 
North-Central 5.2 5.8 6.2 6 .5 7.0 6.5 7.9 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.9 5.6 6 . 1  6 . 1  
Central 4.6 4.9 6.0 6.2 6 .6 7 .5 7 .7 4 . 1  4 . 1  4 .4 4 . 1  4 .7 4 .6 5.3 
South-Central 5 . 1  4.9 6.2 6.0 6.3 6.6 6.9 4.0 4.0 4.2 5 . 1  4.2 4.6 5.2 
Southwest 4.2 4.7 5.4 5 .6 5.7 6.7 6.7 3. 1 3.2 4.0 4.2 3.4 4.0 4.4 
Northwest 4.7 5.5 5.2 5.6 5.9 6 . 1  7 . 1  4.0 3.4 3.7 3.9 3.9 4.0 5.2 
•GROSS rate of return (percent) is calculated by dividing the average gross cash rental rate by reported value of rental land. 
bNET rate return is the reporter's estimate of the percentage rate of cash return to ownership given current land values. Appraisers often 
refer to this measure as the market capitalization rate. 
<State level GROSS and NET rate of return estimates are calculated by weighting regional estimates by proportion of acres of each land 
use by region. 
dRegional level GROSS and NET rate of return estimates are calculated by weighting the rate of return estimates for each land use by 
proportion of the region agricultural acres in each land use. 
Source: 2006 South Dakota Farm Real Estate Survey, SDSU and earlier reports. 
sector from the fam1 financial nisis of the mid-l 980s , 
and long-term farm mortgage interest rates averaging 
8-10%. The second pe1iod , 1996-2001 ,  reflects the 
impacts of the 1996 farm bill and subsequent. increas­
es in federal fam1 program spending. However, 
there were no major changes in farm mortgage 
interest rates. 
The third pe1iod, 200 1-2006, should reflect tl1e 
impacts of major reductions in farm mortgage inter­
est rates , continued farm program support, and con­
tinued low rates of inflation . .  
Agricultural land values increased much more rapidly 
in the 200 1-2006 pe1iod than in the earlier pe1iods 
(Fig 9). From 200 1 to 2006, annual increases in land 
values exceeded 10% in all regions of the state. From 
1996 to 200 1 ,  average annual increases in land values 
were bet.ween 5% and 9% and were generally less 
than 5% in the 1991- 1996 period. 
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The impacts of lower interest rates along with rela­
tively low inflation rates ove1whelmed the consider­
able impacts of farrn programs on land values. Also , 
rapid adoption of biotechnology, reduced tillage, and 
development of soybean meal and ethanol plants in 
tJ1e past 10 years have also increased per-acre returns 
to farming and have most likely enhanced land values. 
Third, increases in agricultural land values from 199 1 
to 2006 were generally supported by increases in cash 
rental rates , but the extent of support va1ied by time 
period. The declining rates of return from 2000 to 
2006 indicate that land values have increased much 
more rapidly than cash rental rates in this latter period. 
For example, South Dakota cropland cash rental 
rates increased an annual average rate of 5.8% from 
1996 to 200 1  and 5.3% from 200 1 to 2006. However, 
cropland values increased at a similar rate to crop­
land cash rents ( +6.6%) from 1996 to 200 1  but 
Fig Sa. Gross rent-to-value ratio by land use, 1 991 - 2006. 
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accelerated to an annual average of 14.1 % from 
2001 to 2006. 
The earlier time pe1iod ( 1 996-2001) reflects the 
major impacts of farm program benefi ts on both 
cash rental rates and land values, while the latter time 
period shows the much greater positive impact of 
reduced interest rates on land values compared to 
the impact on cash rental rates. Dming this latter 
period of 2001-2006, the real estate market (includ­
ing fam1land) has been ente1ing a speculative boom 
fueled by low interest rates and low rates of general 
price inflation. 
Gross and net cash rates of return are approaching 
j -- AII agricultural land 
!- - Noni rrigated cropland : 
• '."". .. '."". .. '."'. .... ��r.:ig�l_c:l_r_l� .. � . . Pc:l��Ll�� ..• 
···-········ · ·· . . . ...... .. . .... ···· · · ··· · ··· ·-··· ··· ··· · - ·· ··· · . ·····-· · · · 
--All agricultural land 
- - Nonirrigated cropland 
... . � . . . � ��r:,g�l_c:1r:i�. � _ pc:ls�tJre . 
from expectations of capital appreciation instead of 
from current cash returns. This pattern of declining 
rates of cash return to land also occurs dming the 
latter stages of land market price booms. 
Fourth, the more rapid increases in cash rental rates 
and land values since 1 996 were directly related to 
crop price or government payment benefits that 
became quickly capitalized into land rents and values. 
More recent increases in land values from 2001 to the 
present were strongly related to sharp declines in 
costs of borrowing money and many investors 
(including farmers) shifting some funds into real 
estate from stocks and bonds. 
the lower end of hist01ical rates of re turn to ag1icul- Fifth, regional and county cluster rankings in per-
tural land in South Dakota. Farmland investors are in acre land values are very stable for most land uses , 
market conditions where most of the total returns are reflecting fundamental differences in soil productivity 
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Fig 9. Annual percentage change in all ag land values, 1 991 - 1996, 1 996 - 2001 , and 2001 - 2006. 
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Annual % change in a l l  ag l and values 
and long-term weather patterns and relatively slow 
shifts in the economic structure of most counties in 
SoutJ1 Dakota. The greatest changes in land values 
are generally occuning near growing ur ban centers, 
in localities where commercial (fee) hunting has 
greatly increased, and in areas shifting from wheat 
and small grains to corn and soy beans. 
Sixth, land values across count ies and regions tend to 
move together over time but not at exactly the same 
time or at the same pace. A typical pattern is 3 to 4 
years of rapid increases in land values followed by 1 
or 2 years of consolidation ( or even declines) before 
the next surge in land values. The timing of the 
growth and consolidation phases is not identical 
across all regions and counties. Thus, a longer-term 
perspective on land value changes is warranted. 
Finally, longer-tenn trends ( 1991-2006) in agricul tur­
al land values show increases above the rate of p 1ice 
inflation in all regions. The statewide average annual 
rate of increase for all-agricultural land was 8.2% dur­
ing this period, with regional va 1iation from 6.6% in 
the south-central region to 9.1 % in the north-centTal 
region (Appendix Table2). Trends in land value 
changes by land use followed similar patterns 
Additional information and numerous charts on 
longer-term trends in South Dakota agricultural land 
values and cash rental rates, statewide and regional, 
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can be obtained in a recent electronic publication, 
Histo1ical and Recent Trends in South Dakota 's 
Ag1icult.ural Land Mar ket, which can be accessed at 
http:/ /agbiopubs.sdstate.edu/articles/EC91 8.pdf 
( Hamda et al 2003) 
Respondents' assessment of 
factors infl uencing farmland 
markets in South Dakota 
Respondents were asked to list major positive and 
negative factors affecting the fann real estate mar ket 
in their localities. These factors help explain changes 
in the amount of farmland for sale, sal e prices, and 
rental rates. Eighty-seven percent of respondents list­
ed one or two positive reasons and 85 percent listed 
one or two negative reasons. 
This year there was no dominant positive factor or 
negative factor reported. Six positive factors influenc­
ing farmland markets were fairly similar ( 1 1  % to 1 5% 
of responses) in proportion of responses received, 
while six negative factors received from 8% to 15% of 
total responses ( Figs 10 and 11). 
From 2002 to 2005, low interest rates were cited as 
the principal positive factor in the fam1land market. 
In 2006, relatively low interest rates were cited as a 
posi tive factor, but increasing interest rates were ci ted 
nearly as o ften as a negative factor in the farmland 
market. 
listed as a positive and a negative factor ( Figs 9 and 
10). 
Further examina tion of comments from respondents 
Livestock prices ( especially beef cattle p 1ices), con tin- lis ting high land p iices/ ren tal rates or investors as 
ued high crop yields and farm profits, and govern- negative factors indicated tl 1ree main concerns : (1) 
ment programs were frequen tly cited as posi tive fac- high p 1ices and rents were a t  their peak and would 
tors, while low crop prices and higher inpu t cos ts soon decline, ( 2) mos t local farmers and ranchers 
(especially for fer tilizer and fuel) and uncertain ty of canno t. justify paying current farmland prices, and 
future fam1 programs were oft.en cited as nega tive therefore, ( 3) non-local inves tors were ou t.bidding 
fac tors. local producers for land, and ownership/control of 
farmland was steadily shifting to non-local inves tors. 
Respondents con tinue to be divided in their assess­
ment of investor interest in farm real estate and con­
tinued escalation of farmland p iices. High demand 
for farmland was frequently listed as a posi tive factor 
(12% ofresponses) , while high land p1ices and cash 
rental ra tes were also cited as a nega tive fac t.or (10% 
of responses). Investors (mos tly non-local) were oft.en 
Fig 1 0. Positive factors in the farm real estate market. 
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Agricu ltural land market 
expectations: past and 
prospective 
In each smvey, respondents were asked to es timate 
the percen tage change in land values during the pre­
vious year and to forecas t percentage changes in land 
values for tl 1e following year. Nearly 80% of respon­
den ts provided their perception of previous year land 
value changes, but only 55% provided forecasts for 
next year. 
Duling the pas t year, respondents ' es timated percent.­
age increases in land values averaged from 12% to 
13.5%, depending on land use. This was slightly 
lower tl1an tl1e 13% to 15% annual rate of increase 
es timated by respondents to the 200 5 survey. The 
median increase was 10% for all land uses in both 
years. 
Almos t all respondents (93% to 96%, depending on 
land use) reported increases in land values eluting 
tl1e previous 12  mon tbs, and no one indicated fann­
land values had declined. 
Eighty percent of responden ts providing forecasts 
expect. land values to increase in the next 12 months, 
while most others expect no change in land values. A 
few respondents forecast a decline in land values. The 
median forecasted percentage increase is 5% for each 
land use compared to average (mean) forecasted 
increases varying from 5.6% for hayland to 6.0% for 
cropland and 6.4% for rangeland. 
In summary, responden ts to the 2006 survey continue 
to remain optimistic about further increases in farm­
land values and most of tl1em do not expect declines 
in land p 1ices or cash rental rates. Prospects of con­
tinued increases in long-term inte res t rates , increasing 
input expenses , and growing concerns about foture 
federal fann program legisla tion are not sufficient to 
change their fairly optimistic outlook. 
As stated in the 2005 report , "Prospective buyers and 
investors , enamored wit11 low interest rates and per­
ceiving only modest returns from other investments , 
are investing more heavily in real estate , including 
farmland. In this speculative market situation , it may 
take considerable increases in general p iice inflation 
and interest rates , and farm p iice/production 
declines to take the 'st.earn' out of continued upward 
pressures on land values. 
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Appendix I :  Survey methods 
and respondent characteristics 
The p1imary purpose of the 2006 South Dakota Farn1 
Real Estate Market Survey was to obtain regional and 
statewide information on : ( 1) 2006 pe r-acre agricul­
tural land values by land use and land productivity, 
and ( 2) 2006 cash rental rates by ag1icultural land 
use and land productivi ty. In addition, we obtained 
responden ts ' assessment of positive and negative fac­
tors influencing their local fann real estate market 
and motivations for buyer/ seller decisions. 
Copies of the survey were mailed to potential respon­
dents on February 10 with a follow-up mailing on 
March 6. Potential responden ts were persons 
employed in one of the following occupations : (1) 
agricultural lenders (senior ag1icultural loan officers 
of commercial banks or Farm Credi t. Se ivice) , (2) 
loan officer or coun ty direct.ors of the USDA Fa im 
Service Agency ( FSA), (3) Cooperative Extension 
Seivice agricultural educators and area farm manage­
ment specialists , and ( 4) licensed appraisers and 
assessors. Some appraisers were also realtors or pro­
fessional fann managers , while some lenders were 
also appraisers. 
Respondents were asked to report land values and 
cash rental rate information for noninigated cro p­
land, hayland, rangeland, improved pasture, and ini­
gated land in their locali ty. About one-third of 
respondents provided information for two or more 
counties, while two-thirds reported information for 
one county. 
Total response rate was 42% of 615 persons contact­
ed. The usable survey response rate was 36%. The dis­
t1ibution of 222  respondents by location and report­
ed occupation is shown in Appendix Table 1. 
Seven ty-five percent of Fa1m Service Agency officials, 
37% of licensed appraisers and Extension educators, 
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and 30% of agricultural lenders and assessors contact­
ed provided usable responses. Sixty-five percent of 
respondents are ag1icultural lenders or F SA officials. 
Fif ty-three percent of the respondents were from the 
three eastern regions of South Dakota, 31 % were 
from the three regions of central South Dakota , and 
16% were from western South Dako ta. Compared to 
recent past surveys ,  response rates from the southwest 
region were considerably lower than usual. Most 
responden ts were able to supply land value and cash 
rental rate infonnation for noninigated cropland 
and rano-eland in their localit:v. Nearly 80% provided b ? 
information on hayland values , but only 69% provid-
ed cash rental rates for hayland. More than 40% of 
responden ts provided infonnation on irrigated land 
values and rangeland AUM ren tal rates, a substantial 
boost from previous surveys. However, only 34% pro­
vided data on inigated land cash rental rates. 
Reoional averaae land values by land use are simple b t, 
average (mean) values of usable responses . Statewide 
average land values by land use are weighted by the 
relative number of acres in each region in the same 
land use. All-agricultural land values, regional and 
statewide , are weighted by the proportion of acres in 
each agricultural land use. Thus, all-agricultural land 
values in this report are weighted average values by 
region and land use. This weighted average approach 
is analoo-ous to the cost (inventorv) approach of esti-o l 
marina farmland values in rural land appraisal. b 
This approach has important implications in the deri­
vation of statewide average land values and regional 
all-land values. For example, the two western regions 
of South Dakota with the lowest average land values 
have nearly 61 % of the state 's rangeland acres , 39% 
of all-ag1icultural land acres , and only 16% of crop­
land acres. Our approach increases the relative 
importance of western South Dakota land values in 
the final computations and results in lower statewide 
average land values. 
The weighting factors used to develop statewide aver­
age land values were based on estimates of agricultur­
al land use for privately owned nonirrigated farmland 
in South Dakota. I t  excludes ag1;cu1tural land (mostly 
rangeland) leased from o;bal or federal agencies, 
which is mostly in tl 1e western and cenu·al regions of 
the state. Irrigated land is also excluded from region­
al and statewide all-land values. The land-use weight­
ing factors were developed from county-level data in 
Appendix Table 1 .  Selected characteristics of respondents, 2006. 
Number of respondents = 222 
Respondents: 
Reporting location N % 
Southeast 44 1 9.8% 
East-Central 37 1 6.7% 
Northeast 33 1 4.9% 
North-Central 31 1 4.0% 
Central 27 1 2.2% 
South-Central 1 5  6.8% 
Southwest 1 3  5.9% 
Northwest 22 9 .9% 
Total :  222 1 00.0% 
Response rates: 
Land values N % 
Nonirrigated cropland 21 5 96.8% 
Irrigated cropland 92 41 .4% 
Hayland 1 78 80.2% 
Rangeland (native) 1 94 87.4% 
Pastureland (tame) 1 67 75.2% 
Source: 2006 South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Survey 
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the 1 992 South Dakota Census of Ag1iculture and 
other sources Qanssen 1 999 ) .  
Regional average rental rates by land use are simple 
average (mean) values of usable responses. Statewide 
average cash ren tal rates for each land use are weight­
ed by: ( 1 )  the relative number of acres in each land 
use , and (2)  the proportion of farmland acres leased 
in each region. 
Primary Occupation N % 
Banker/loan officer 1 01 45.5% 
Farm Service Agency 44 1 9.8% 
Assessor 1 9  8.6% 
Appraiser/realtor 34 1 5.3% 
Extension educators 24 1 0.8% 
Total :  222 1 00.0% 
Cash Rental Rates N % 
Nonirrigated cropland 200 90. 1% 
Irrigated cropland 75 33.8% 
Hayland 1 54 69.4% 
Rangeland (acre) 1 85 83.3% 
Rangeland (AUM) 96 43.2% 
Appendix I I :  Historica l data, 1 991 -2006 
Appendix Table 2. Average reported value and annual percentage change in value of South Dakota agricultural land 
by type of land by region, 1 991 -2006. 
South- East- North- North- South- South- North-
Type of Land east Central east Central Central Central west west STATE 
All Agricultural Land (nonirrigated) dollars per acre 
Average value, 2006 1 575 1 646 1 1 89 839 784 461 284 253 724 
Average value, 2005 1 360 1 431 1 041  726 693 4 1 3  272 208 633 
Average value, 2004 1 1 39 1 1 63 789 621 579 376 222 1 89 527 
Average value, 2003 1 009 907 649 543 51 0 309 1 99 1 74 450 
Average value, 2002 923 876 567 494 4 1 3  3 1 3  201 1 47 41 0 
Average value, 2001 884 784 526 445 364 284 1 65 14 1  373 
Average value, 2000 788 675 499 400 343 286 1 66 1 28 343 
Average value, 1 999 735 645 459 374 335 272 1 64 1 1 9 325 
Average value, 1 998 766 6 12  457 350 337 280 1 53 1 1 5 31 9 
Average value, 1 997 660 591 437 320 293 241 1 37 1 08 290 
Average value, 1 996 636 522 41 9 291 288 21 7 1 24 1 1 2 273 
Average value, 1 995 627 475 424 277 257 222 1 29 1 00 262 
Average value, 1 994 567 497 393 293 255 1 91 1 1 2 94 250 
Average value, 1 993 548 498 399 254 233 1 99 1 1 1  90 241 
Average value, 1 992 51 9 474 368 259 223 1 86 1 04 89 231 
Average value, 1 991  526 466 362 227 225 1 77 97 84 223 
Av annual % change 06/91 7.6% 8.8% 8.3% . 9. 1% 8.7% 6.6% 7.4% 7.6% 8.2% 
Annual % change 06/05 1 5.8% 1 5.0% 1 4.2% 1 5 .6% 1 3. 1 %  1 1 .6% 4.4% 21 .6% 1 4.4% 
Nonirrigated Cropland dollars per acre 
Average value, 2006 1 81 7  1 91 4  1 448 1 088 986 6 12  387 342 1 2 1 6  
Average Value, 2005 1 556 1 659 1 255 967 871 568 383 31 6 1 070 
Average Value, 2004 1 3 1 5  1 346 973 822 705 541 31 8 294 886 
Average value, 2003 1 1 56 1 040 793 7 1 6  631 443 290 281 744 
Average value, 2002 1 057 1 01 9  691 665 524 445 31 1 244 687 
Average value, 2001 1 023 91 1 652 592 456 423 245 223 628 
Average value, 2000 91 0 785 620 520 436 41 7 248 208 570 
Average value, 1 999 866 756 565 488 435 402 246 202 543 
Average value, 1 998 903 728 564 452 434 399 241 200 536 
Average value, 1 997 777 699 535 41 2 386 348 21 7 1 88 488 
. Average value, 1 996 751 61 3 51 4 372 371 31 7 2 14  1 91 456 
Average value, 1 995 732 555 522 353 332 326 237 1 85 439 
Average value, 1 994 661 590 488 382 331 289 2 1 8  1 69 429 
Average value, 1 993 655 595 497 326 305 302 1 97 1 63 41 5 
Average value, 1 992 61 6 574 460 342 300 287 1 96 1 67 402 
Average value, 1 991  623 554 450 294 300 272 1 85 1 53 386 
Av annual % change 06/91 7.4% 8.6% 8. 1 %  9. 1 %  8.3% 5.6% 5.0% 5.5% 8.0% 
Annual % change 06/05 1 6.8% 1 5.4% 1 5.4% 1 2.5% 1 3.2% 7.7% 1 .0% 8 .2% 1 3.6% 
Source: South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Surveys, SDSU, 2006 and earlier. 
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Appendix Table 2. (continued) 
South- East- North- North- South- South- North-
Type of Land east Central east Central Central Central west west STATE 
Rangeland (native) dollars per acre 
Average value, 2006 925 1 055 751 548 599 397 255 234 374 
Average value, 2005 781 844 667 458 552 346 241 1 85 323 
Average value, 2004 684 764 465 396 456 31 2 1 96 1 67 275 
Average value, 2003 609 580 389 345 397 257 1 76 1 53 239 
Average value, 2002 538 543 353 297 325 260 1 72 1 27 2 15  
Average value, 2001 488 478 31 5 270 284 232 1 43 1 24 1 93 
Average value, 2000 456 41 7 297 253 265 235 1 43 1 1 1  1 83 
Average value, 1 999 405 386 276 241 255 220 1 43 1 02 1 73 
Average value, 1 998 408 346 274 226 256 231 1 30 98 1 67 
Average value, 1 997 364 354 268 204 2 14  1 97 1 1 6 92 15 1  
Average value, 1 996 336 31 1 250 1 94 21 4 1 77 1 00 97 1 43 
Average value, 1 995 354 303 247 1 84 1 97 1 80 1 01 83 1 36 
Average value, 1 994 31 9 283 228 1 84 1 90 1 49 85 80 1 25 
Average value, 1 993 283 276 232 1 69 1 75 1 57 89 76 1 22 
Average value, 1 992 271 267 209 1 63 1 59 1 45 80 74 1 1 4 
Average value, 1 991 268 271 205 1 47 1 63 1 37 74 69 1 09 
Av annual % change 06/91 8.6% 9.5% 9.0% 9.2% 9 . 1% 7.4% 8.6% 8.5% 8.6% 
Annual % change 06/05 1 8 .4% 25.0% 1 2.6% 1 9.7% 8.5% 1 4.7% 5.8% 26.5% 1 5.8% 
Pasture (tame, improved) dollars per acre 
Average value, 2006 1 085 1 1 66 843 598 71 1 425 283 282 723 
Average Value, 2005 937 1 0 1 8  730 465 61 0 397 291 227 621 
Average Value, 2004 754 8 1 8  51 7 424 51 8 337 21 7 1 98 505 
Average value, 2003 683 71 0 448 389 493 294 1 91 1 63 452 
Average value, 2002 639 607 391 327 345 287 1 93 1 56 389 
Average value, 2001 564 522 342 301 332 258 1 76 1 53 350 
Average value, 2000 51 6 481 334 289 303 268 1 67 1 44 329 
Average value, 1 999 453 437 31 4 266 290 240 1 61 1 25 301 
Average value, 1 998 461 406 297 264 302 272 1 61 1 20 299 
Average value, 1 997 41 6 373 299 236 265 222 1 38 1 1 4 271 
Average value, 1 996 379 358 279 231 258 1 88 1 27 1 1 5 256 
Average value, 1 995 385 346 262 21 8 2 14  2 14  1 1 7 1 02 237 
Average value, 1 994 371 335 251 200 224 1 94 1 09 93 227 
Average value, 1 993 326 333 249 1 94 1 94 1 93 1 04 98 2 16  
Average value, 1 992 328 306 257 1 94 1 90 1 76 1 00 88 2 10  
Average value, 1 991 31 5 325 252 1 70 1 99 1 63 92 94 206 
Av annual % change 06/91 8.6% 8.9% 8.4% 8.7% 8.9% 6.6% 7.8% 7.6% 8.7% 
Annual % change 06/05 1 5.8% 1 4.5% 1 5.5% 28.6% 1 6.6% 7. 1 %  -2.7% 24.2% 1 6.4% 
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Appendix Table 2. (continued) 
South- East North- North South- South- North-
Type of Land east Central east Central Central Central west west STATE 
dollars per acre 
Hayland 
Average value, 2006 1 383 1 371 831 640 758 499 346 300 687 
Average value, 2005 1 3 1 2  1 203 780 51 5 61 2 451 324 270 607 
Average value, 2004 1 008 992 586 432 5 1 6  391 265 245 498 
Average value, 2003 932 770 488 379 486 31 0 228 227 431 
Average value, 2002 863 770 4 12  352 375 325 238 204 397 
Average value, 2001 844 735 359 332 337 281 201 1 8 1 364 
Average value, 2000 722 577 330 31 7 31 0 293 203 1 75 332 
Average value, 1 999 61 9 562 31 7 278 293 294 1 94 1 63 3 10  
Average value, 1 998 668 504 330 265 295 291 1 78 1 49 303 
Average value, 1 997 553 507 31 6 262 253 258 1 69 1 50 280 
Average value, 1 996 568 451 314  2 1 9  273 232 1 56 1 46 267 
Average value, 1 995 562 365 336 2 1 3  229 230 1 64 1 45 254 
Average value, 1 994 489 409 279 235 237 204 1 37 1 24 240 
Average value, 1 993 435 398 275 1 88 205 204 1 40 1 21 223 
Average value, 1 992 41 6 336 237 1 79 1 97 1 93 1 35 1 1 9 207 
Average value, 1 991 461 358 252 1 69 1 90 1 97 1 26 1 22 21 1 
Av annual % change 06/91 7.6% 9.4% 8.3% 9.3% 9.7% 6.4% 7.0% 6.2% 8 .2% 
Annual % change 06/05 5.4% 1 4.0% 6.5% 24.3% 23.9% 1 0.6% 6 .8% 1 1 . 1 %  1 3.2% 
South- East North- North Central/ 
Type of Land east Central east Central S. Central Western STATE 
dollars per acre 
Irrigated land 
Average value, 2006 2354 2305 1 61 0  1 329 1 240 931 1 537 
Average value, 2005 1 974 2097 1 566 1 01 7  1 1 90 968 1 387 
Average value, 2004 1 793 1 678 1 259 1 21 0  865 782 1 1 83 
Average value, 2003 1 629 1 085 1 034 1 032 81 7 630 1 01 4  
Average value, 2002 1 61 3  1 228 935 690 639 568 91 6 
Average value, 2001 1 425 1 069 863 687 630 576 856 
Average value, 2000 1 358 1 036 802 6 1 9  593 575 81 6 
Average value, 1 999 1 351  91 3 672 625 492 443 736 
Average value, 1 998 1 245 950 686 676 549 508 752 
Average value, 1 997 1 21 7  769 736 600 502 469 707 
Average value, 1 996 1 083 7 14  662 504 460 453 642 
Average value, 1 995 1 1 44 740 793 535 475 41 1 664 
Average value, 1 994 1 043 790 683 568 520 433 655 
Average value, 1 993 979 765 583 547 506 491 640 
Average value, 1 992 985 844 641 450 470 451 622 
Average value, 1 991  942 665 563 433 460 41 9 580 
Av annual % change 06/91 5.4% 8.5% 7.6% 6.3% 7.0% 6.2% 6 .7% 
Annual % change 06/05 1 0. 1 %  25.0% 24.4% -1 6.0% 37.6% 23.8% 1 0 .8% 
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"Appendix Table 3. Reported cash rental rates of South Dakota agricultural land by type of land by region, 1 991 -2006. 
South- East North- North- South- South- North-
Type of Land east Central east Central Central Central west west State 
dollars per acre 
Nonirrigated Cropland 
Average 2006 rate 89.25 82.60 70.50 53.85 46.35 34.00 24.70 21 .45 61 .45 
Average 2005 rate 87.20 82.6 65.70 49.40 45.80 31 .50 24.90 22.90 59.40 
Average 2004 rate 83.70 78.80 64.50 47.60 43.40 34. 1 0  23. 1 0  21 .40 57.30 
Average 2003 rate 78.80 74.70 59.50 44.90 40.60 29.20 22.00 21 .00 53.70 
Average 2002 rate 76.50 69.80 57.50 42.20 35.95 29.40 22.60 20.40 51 . 1 0  
Average 2001 rate 72.95 64.60 52.20 37.80 35.30 27.20 20. 1 0  1 7.50 47.35 
Average 2000 rate 67.50 56.40 49.30 36.20 31 .90 30.00 1 8.70 1 8 .70 44.00 
Average 1 999 rate 63.20 56.00 46.20 36.00 33.20 27.00 1 9.50 1 6 .90 42.55 
Average 1 998 rate 65.20 55.00 45.30 34.70 30.90 25.90 1 9.00 1 7.90 42.00 
Average 1 997 rate 57.40 49.20 44.70 32.70 29.30 23.60 1 9. 1 0 1 9 .30 39.00 
Average 1 996 rate 54.70 45.30 41 .50 28.70 26.30 21 .60 1 7.00 1 6.00 35.75 
Average 1 995 rate 52.50 42. 1 0  40.40 27.60 25. 1 0  21 .00 1 7.60 1 5.90 34.30 
Average 1 994 rate 51 .90 45. 1 0 40.30 29.80 25.00 22. 1 0  1 7.60 1 4.90 35. 1 0  
Average 1 993 rate 51 .80 47. 1 0  40.30 26.60 24.20 22.80 1 6.60 1 4.60 34.70 
Average 1 992 rate 48.00 45.70 39.70 25.50 22.70 21 .40 1 7.70 1 5 . 1 0  33.30 
Average 1 991 rate 49.30 43.20 38.50 24.50 23.20 22.20 1 5.90 1 3.50 32.60 
Hayland 
Average 2006 rate 72.90 60.50 40.20 30.20 34.60 27.30 1 9.55 1 8. 1 5 36. 1 5  
Average 2005 rate 71 .60 56.40 38.70 28.90 29.80 22.20 1 7.60 1 8.80 33.80 
Average 2004 rate 68.50 53.40 36.80 27. 1 0  28.40 24.80 1 8.50 1 7.70 32.70 
Average 2003 rate 67.20 49.40 34.60 26.20 27.50 1 9.80 1 7.80 1 9.80 31 .30 
Average 2002 rate 63.70 49.20 31 .00 23.40 21 . 1 0  20.40 1 5 .50 1 7.50 28.70 
Average 2001 rate 61 .20 47.60 28.90 21 .00 23.30 1 8. 1 0  1 5 .90 1 4.70 27.25 
Average 2000 rate 57.80 40. 1 0  28.80 20.30 21 . 1 0  1 9.40 1 5 . 1 0  1 4.30 25.70 
Average 1 999 rate 48.50 40. 1 0  22.80 20.40 20.60 1 9.60 1 4.80 1 5.40 24.20 
Average 1 998 rate 51 .40 40.50 24.60 1 9.40 20.90 1 8.90 1 4.20 1 3.60 24.5 
Average 1 997 rate 46. 1 0  36.80 28.20 1 8.70 1 9.90 1 6.70 1 4.90 1 4.60 23.35 
Average 1 996 rate 41 .50 32.30 26.00 1 7.00 1 8.60 1 5.20 1 2.60 1 1 .20 20.75 
Average 1 995 rate 43.80 28.20 25.30 1 6.70 1 6. 1 0 1 4.90 1 1 . 1 0  1 1 . 1 0  1 9.90 
Average 1 994 rate 39.50 31 .40 23.60 1 7.00 1 7.80 1 5.50 1 1 .90 1 1 .30 20.05 
Average 1 993 rate 35.60 32. 1 0  22.00 1 4.70 1 6.40 1 6.00 1 1 .30 9.50 1 8.70 
Average 1 992 rate 33.30 25.90 20.00 1 4.20 1 5.60 1 5.60 1 1 .40 1 2 . 1 0 1 7.80 
Average 1 991 rate 38.50 30.90 22.30 1 4.20 1 5.70 1 4.80 1 2. 1 0  1 0 .40 1 8.80 
Source: South Dakota Farm real Estate Market Surveys, SDSU, 2006 and earlier year reports. 
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Table 3. (continued) 
South- East North- North- South- South- North-
Type of Land east Central east Central Central Central west west State 
dollars per acre 
Pasture/Rangeland 
Average 2006 rate 42. 1 0  40.00 31 .35 25.90 26.30 1 9.60 1 0.70 9.25 1 8.50 
Average 2005 rate 40.55 36.05 29.80 24.60 24.95 1 4.85 1 0.70 9.75 1 7.50 
Average 2004 rate 37.40 35.90 27.20 22.20 23.90 1 7.30 1 0 .00 7.90 1 6 .40 
Average 2003 rate 35.20 32.40 25.30 20.30 23.00 1 6.40 8.60 7.70 1 5 .30 
Average 2002 rate 33.70 32.00 23.70 1 8.70 1 9.70 1 5.60 8.90 7.20 1 4.50 
Average 2001 rate 30.90 30.40 21 .00 1 7.50 20.80 1 2.90 8 .60 6.60 1 3.50 
Average 2000 rate 31 .00 26.80 20.60 1 7.40 1 8 .50 1 5.40 8 .00 6.80 1 3.30 
Average 1 999 rate 26.80 24.80 1 9.70 1 6.60 1 7.80 1 4.70 7.70 6.20 1 2.45 
Average 1 998 rate 28. 1 0  24.40 1 9.40 1 6.40 1 7.50 1 4.90 7.30 6.70 1 2.50 
Average 1 997 rate 25.70 23.60 1 9.50 1 5 .20 1 6.80 1 3.00 6.60 6.80 1 1 .85 
Average 1 996 rate 21 .20 22. 1 0  1 8.80 1 4.70 1 6.30 1 2.00 5.60 6. 1 0  1 1 .05 
Average 1 995 rate 21 .90 21 .60 1 8.60 1 4.90 1 4.80 1 1 .20 6. 1 0  6.30 1 0.80 
Average 1 994 rate 20.30 20.90 1 8.60 1 3.40 1 6.30 1 1 .20 5.40 5.60 1 0.35 
Average 1 993 rate 20.30 20. 1 0  1 7.00 1 2.70 1 5.20 1 0. 1 0  5.60 5. 1 0  9.75 
Average 1 992 rate 1 8 .00 1 9.60 1 6.50 1 2.00 1 3.50 9.50 5.30 4.90 9. 1 5  
Average 1 991 rate 1 9 .20 1 8 .60 1 6.30 1 2.50 1 3.80 9.90 5.30 4.40 9. 1 0  
dollars per Animal Unit Month 
Average 2006 rate 25. 1 5  26.00 25.25 23. 1 0  24.45 24.45 24. 1 5  20.85 
Average 2005 rate 21 .45 21 . 1 0  23.75 22.40 20.60 23.20 22.30 1 9 .45 
Average 2004 rate 21 .30 21 . 1 0  24.00 23.60 21 .90 1 9 .80 
Average 2003 rate 20.30 20.40 20.40 21 .50 1 9.90 1 9.30 
Average 2002 rate 20.70 1 8 .00 1 7.70 1 6 .30 1 6.30 21 .20 1 9. 1 0  1 7 .60 
Average 2001 rate 20.00 21 .00 1 8 .60 1 6.80 1 7.40 1 9.80 1 7.80 1 5 .75 
Average 2000 rate 1 8 .70 1 7.90 1 9.80 1 5.50 1 7.40 1 9.20 1 6 .20 1 6.70 
Average 1 999 rate 1 8.50 1 5.80 1 8 .80 1 5.40 1 6.30 1 8.50 1 6.50 1 6.40 
Average 1 998 rate 1 6.00 1 9.00 1 7.70 1 5.00 1 9.80 1 9. 1 0  1 6. 1 0  1 6.30 
Average 1 997 rate 1 7.60 1 8 .00 1 6.20 1 3.40 1 7.00 1 7.30 1 5 .90 1 6. 1 0  
Average 1 996 rate 1 7.50 1 6.70 1 5.60 1 4.70 1 6.30 1 6.60 1 6.40 1 6.20 
Average 1 995 rate 1 7.30 1 6.70 1 3.60 1 5.00 1 6. 1 0 1 6.80 1 6 .40 1 5 .50 
Average 1 994 rate 1 5.40 1 5.00 1 5.60 1 4.80 1 6.50 1 7.00 1 5.60 1 6.50 
Average 1 993 rate 1 5.60 1 3.90 1 4.25 1 3.25 1 4.90 1 6.40 1 5 .40 1 4.50 
Average 1 992 rate 1 5.40 1 4.50 1 2.50 1 3. 1 0 1 5.50 1 5.90 1 4.00 1 5 .00 
Average 1 991 rate 1 3.70 1 5.90 1 5.50 1 2.80 1 4.80 1 5.20 1 4.30 1 3.00 
***Insufficient number of reports to make regional estimates 
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Table 3. (continued) 
South- East- North- North- Central/ 
Type of Land east Central east Central S.Central Western State 
dollars per acre 
Irrigated land 
Average 2006 rate 1 21 .20 1 09 .50 96.25 84.75 81 .25 62.85 89. 1 5  
Average 2005 rate 1 1 8 .30 1 09 .30 84.45 80.95 73. 1 0  60.50 84.30 
Average 2004 rate 1 1 8.80 1 03.80 97.50 75.00 73.20 56.90 83.70 
Average 2003 rate 1 1 9.20 98.00 72.60 75.50 58.20 78.60 
Average 2002 rate 1 24.00 98.60 77.40 71 .40 52.50 50.20 75.70 
Average 2001 rate 1 06.00 84.40 77.00 65.00 67. 1 0  48.00 72.80 
Average 2000 rate 1 04.80 84.00 75.00 61 .80 55.60 46.60 68.80 
Average 1 999 rate 1 00.00 63.80 69.50 63.80 45.20 40.00 61 .80 
Average 1 998 rate 99.30 76. 1 0  63.80 70.00 44.30 39.00 62.20 
Average 1 997 rate 1 00.20 72.20 63.00 59.30 46.40 42.00 62.20 
Average 1 996 rate 85.40 61 .90 68.70 46.40 43.90 33.80 54.30 
Average 1 995 rate 89.50 68.00 76.70 65.40 45.80 44.00 61 .60 
Average 1 994 rate 9 1 .90 71 .70 66.00 53.80 48.50 61 .00 
Average 1 993 rate 87.20 68.60 60.00 57.80 53.40 44.00 60.80 
Average 1 992 rate 65.20 70.00 69.20 58.50 49.80 47.50 56.60 
Average 1 991 rate 82.70 69.00 59.00 37.50 
*** I nsufticient number of reports 
Source: South Dakota Farm Real Estate Market Surveys, SDSU, 2006 and earlier year reports. 
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